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The primary purpose of this study was to examine the current practice of the 
superintendent’s evaluation process in three public school districts in Texas.  This study 
collected information about current criteria used, the process as described by 
superintendents and school board presidents, and their perceptions regarding the 
effectiveness of the instrument used to measure the performance of the superintendent.  A 
qualitative case study research approach was used to provide the researcher with rich, in-
depth, relevant data.  The researcher conducted multiple interviews of three 
superintendents and school board presidents in public school districts in Education 
Service Region IV of Texas. Additional data was gathered through documents and a 
reflective journal.  There were six themes that emerged from data collected regarding 
superintendent evaluation: timing, rating, alignment, relationships, performance-based 
evaluation, and local control.  The participating district modified and adjusted criteria and 
the process to align with the district context to more closely measure the school districts 
goals and priorities.  The perspectives of superintendents and school board members offer 
insight into the process and struggles that each has with the overwhelming nature of the 
job of measuring the performance of the superintendent.  
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Background 
 
  In the era of accountability greater pressure is being placed on school 
districts to measure the performance of their personnel. This seems magnified when 
looking at the evaluation of the superintendent. The annual evaluation of the 
superintendent by the school board can be a process characterized by respect that focuses 
on the improvement of the leadership performance of the superintendent or it can be an 
intensely stressful process that is wrought with politics. Dennis O'Hara (1994), a school 
attorney, stressed the importance of superintendents and school boards working together 
to develop a professional, respectful process for the superintendent's evaluation that 
minimizes political conflict: “The annual evaluation of the superintendent is a critical 
event in the parties' relationship. Such evaluations, if undertaken properly, can foster a 
good working relationship between the board and the superintendent'' (p. 21). 
 There is limited discussion on the topic of superintendent evaluation in the recent 
literature. Most of the work to develop standards and criteria was done in the mid to late 
nineties. There have been a handful of studies done in several states in the last ten years 
but only one in Texas. These works emphasized the value of teamwork and trust among 
board members and the superintendent if the district is to be successful. A well-designed 
and positive approach to superintendent evaluation is characteristic of a board and 
superintendent who “work together to establish a vision for the district and drive the 
district toward excellence” (Rosenberger, 1997, p. 75). Unfortunately, the performance 
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evaluation of a superintendent can also be his or her worst nightmare when it is 
conducted in a climate of fear, distrust, malice, and politics. When distrust and broken 
communications exist between the superintendent and the board, conflict rules and reason 
disappears. This no-win situation leads to a performance evaluation that is merely a paper 
exercise and wasted energy (Hoyle & Skrla, 1999). 
Ronald Heifetz, co-founder of the Center for Public Leadership, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Harvard University states that superintendents have one of the 
hardest jobs in America. They are required to lead and get results in an ever-changing 
politically intense environment, although some who rise through the ranks of the 
educational system may not have the specific preparation for leadership needed to 
succeed (Heifetz, 2006). The cases of two superintendents in large school districts in 
Texas may serve to illustrate the difficulties of serving as a school superintendent. Both 
superintendents experienced initial success and recognition, followed by strained 
relations with their school board, which manifested itself in the superintendent’s 
evaluation and in one case concluded with the departure of the superintendent. 
The first case in Brownsville ISD in 2008 was mired in a conflict with school 
board members after several years of success and achievement on the part of the District.  
Brownsville was awarded the Broad Prize for Urban Education in 2008. The Broad Prize 
is awarded each year to honor urban school districts that demonstrate the greatest overall 
performance and improvement in student achievement while reducing achievement gaps 
among low-income and minority students. In September 2008 the Superintendent was 
awarded a $20,000 pay raise based on his evaluation. After a tumultuous school board 
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election in November the board shifted and conflict began. The board, in November of 
that same year, voted to place an item on the agenda to evaluate the superintendent every 
month. In January of 2009, the board voted to end the controversial monthly evaluations 
and rejected an offer by the superintendent to resign. This case ended with a suspension 
and later termination of the superintendent. (Brownsville Herald, 2009) 
The second case involves the San Antonio Independent School District and its 
former superintendent. In March of 2011 it was reported that the superintendent received 
an “unsuccessful” evaluation from district trustees, his first poor review since he was 
hired five years previous.  The board in this district conducts a confidential evaluation of 
the superintendent twice a year on an array of criteria, including district morale, 
community relations, and students’ performance on state tests. One board member cited 
the need to improve academics, and completion rate or on-time graduation. Others cited 
academics and the ability to work with the community as key issues (San Antonio 
Express News, 2011).  In this case the superintendent appealed the decision and was 
given a chance to discuss his job performance in a special meeting in June. Board 
members met behind closed doors, but ultimately decided not to change their original 
evaluation. 
These cases serve to suggest that issues with the evaluation process can lead to 
deeper issues that may lead to termination or the superintendent’s departure from the 
school district. Present in both of these cases were issues with the evaluation process of 
both superintendents. In both of these cases the superintendent is no longer serving in that 
position.  Superintendents may be unique in the public educational arena when compared 
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to other professional, certified staff. Their evaluation and continued employment is 
dependent upon a group (school board members) assessment of their individual 
performance. Frequently, superintendents are the only district professionals who are not 
supervised or evaluated by certified or licensed professional peers. In addition, the 
composition of the school board may change one or more times during the period of the 
contract and the method for evaluating the superintendent may change as often as 
annually. 
 It appears that in the beginning, superintendent evaluations were developed based 
on a corporate model of measurement based on scientific management. Currently many 
models used  are still based on forms of measurement and benchmarks for cost 
effectiveness, class size, and student performance. Building on the goal-based 
accountability models in industry, school boards particularly in larger districts began 
holding school superintendents accountable for goal accomplishment. This management 
by objectives (MBO) approach was later captured in the works of George Redfern 
(1980), who stressed “Job Targets”, and D. L. Bolton (1980).  Stufflebeam, Candoli, and 
Nichols (1995) who produced a model portfolio to assist boards in their evaluation of the 
superintendent; this model can be adapted by the superintendent for use in strengthening 
the evaluation process for other administrators. 
 Numerous observers of superintendent evaluation have provided suggestions, 
procedures, and models to guide superintendents and boards to successful evaluation that 
would not only improve the superintendent's performance but also keep the board 
focused on improving the schools for all children and youth. Stufflebeam et al. (1995) 
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provided a general outline for their proposed model by matching the AASA Professional 
Standards with generic superintendent duties identified in the state of Texas. There is 
general consensus that the AASA Standards for the Superintendency blended with 
generic duties and other tasks unique to the superintendent's job description can form the 
best guidelines and criteria for the evaluation process. However, in the imperfect world of 
education and with the human frailties of those who choose to be superintendents and 
board members, proven procedures and standards are necessary to guide them through 
the potential minefields of school governance. The superintendent's evaluation is too 
crucial an event to be left to chance or to be left free to drift in the currents of district 
politics. (Hoyle, 2005) The evaluation process should be negotiated up front, tied to the 
superintendent's job description, the school district goals and based on professional 
standards for the superintendency. When superintendent and school board members agree 
on the role of the superintendent in leading the district, and use of sound research and 
standards for the evaluation process enhanced by integrity and a common cause of 
service for children and youth in the district, both the superintendent and the school board 
can leave a lasting legacy of service for others (Hoyle & Skrla, 1999).  
Statement of the Problem 
 Evaluation of the superintendent is critical to quality schooling. It is important to 
consider the process used in the evaluation. The planned meetings between 
superintendent and the school board to discuss evaluation procedures, set district goals, 
form plans to discuss problems and improvements, establish a positive climate for the 
evaluation process and develop performance goals for the superintendent are essential to 
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the overall evaluation process.   The trend for performance goal setting and monitoring 
progress toward completion of goals is a recent development in superintendent 
evaluation. These goal-based evaluations are being instituted in states such as Texas and 
Hawaii. The results of these evaluations have been shown to be more effective because 
they are less subjective and results can be verified through data (Texas Association of 
School Boards, 1995). 
 The success of any school district in fulfilling its mission to educate children 
depends on the ability of the superintendent and board of trustees to jointly establish and 
attain the goals and objectives of the district. In order to accomplish this the 
superintendent and the board must operate as a team in establishing the goals and 
objectives of the district. An integral part of that teamwork is the recognition of the 
superintendent's role as chief executive officer of the district (Tex.Educ.Code 
§11.201(a)). Under state law, the superintendent has broad responsibilities and ultimate 
accountability for all district operations (Tex.Educ.Code §11.201(d)). An effective means 
of providing focus and direction to the district leadership team is a well-conceptualized 
and well-developed evaluation process. A well-designed evaluation process for a 
superintendent creates ongoing opportunities for the superintendent and board to discuss 
student performance and clarify goals and expectations for the district. Under Texas law, 
a school district's board of trustees is required to conduct an annual written evaluation of 
the superintendent's performance (Tex.Educ.Code §21.354(c)). Pursuant to section 
21.345(d) of the Texas Education Code, "funds of a school district may not be used to 
pay an administrator who has not been appraised under this section in the preceding 15 
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months."  Tex.Educ.Code §21.345(d). The superintendent's evaluation process, including 
the criteria for evaluation, the timeline, and the instrument, must be conducted through 
the use of a written evaluation instrument. The evaluation instrument should be 
cooperatively developed and reviewed in advance of the evaluation so that the district, 
the board, and the superintendent can prepare for and benefit from the evaluation process. 
Consequently each school board can develop its own instrument as long as it adheres to 
the domains and requirements of Texas law. 
 In recent years some school boards have decided to revise the sample instrument 
provided by the Texas Association of School Boards (TASB) to reflect the needs and 
goals of the district. An example can be found in the 2009 Dallas ISD school board when 
they decided to revise the percentages given to the domains that are prescribed in the 
TASB document and in the way the evaluation has been conducted in the past (Dallas 
Observer, 2009). Because the Dallas school district had issues regarding financial 
management, the board decided to redefine the factors that go in to determining whether 
the superintendent is doing a good job. The factors the Dallas school board agreed on 
were student achievement, sound financial management and stakeholder satisfaction.  
They contend that these three areas embody the core beliefs and expectations of the 
community as represented by the school board. Therefore, the school board, in this case, 
decided to grade the superintendent based on 65 percent on student achievement, 20 
percent on financial management, and 15 percent on stakeholder satisfaction. (Dallas 
Observer, 2009). It is important to look at current practices in the superintendent 
evaluation process to determine if there are procedures and processes that can be shared 
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to inform the work of assessing superintendent performance. 
 Since the evaluation process and instrument used are left up to the local school 
boards in each Texas district, this study will look at the process and perceptions of those 
involved, particularly the board president and the superintendent. This study will use 
qualitative data to determine the present status of public school superintendent evaluation 
in three Texas school districts, to examine the current practices and identify promising 
practices that may serve as a model to other districts and to gauge the superintendent’s 
and school board president’s perspective on the effectiveness on the current system they 
use in evaluating the superintendent’s performance. 
Purpose of the Study 
  The purpose of the study will be: (1) to identify the criteria used in superintendent 
performance evaluation as reported by superintendents and school board presidents in the 
school districts selected, (2) to describe the process and the development of the current 
evaluation, and (3) to explore participants’ perceptions of the effectiveness of the current 
system. 
Research Questions 
 
The research questions that will guide the study are: 
1. What criteria does the school board use to assess and evaluate the 
Superintendent’s performance in the areas prescribed by the Texas Education 
Code? 
2. What processes were utilized to develop the appraisal of the superintendent? 
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3. What are the perceptions of school board presidents and superintendents 
regarding the effectiveness of the appraisal regarding the performance of the 
superintendent? 
Research Method 
This study will use a qualitative research design, utilizing a case study methodology. 
"Qualitative researchers are concerned with process rather than simply outcomes or 
products" (Bodgan & Biklen, 2003, p. 6). In general, qualitative research is descriptive 
and inductive, and focuses on meaning making and understanding of social phenomena 
(Bodgan & Biklen, 2003; Merriam, 1998). For the purposes of this study, the researcher 
is interested in the narrative descriptions, perceptions and processes school board 
presidents and superintendents are using to make meaning of the intersection of the 
prescribed domains for superintendent evaluation in Texas and the current instrument 
used by their school district in evaluating the superintendent. Utilizing a qualitative 
approach, the researcher will obtain insight into how three school board presidents and 
three superintendents perceive the effectiveness of the instrument used by their board in 
evaluating the performance of the superintendent.   
Definition of Terms 
Education Code: Officially named the Texas Education Code (TEC), the education code 
refers to the state educational statutes approved by the Texas Legislature. Texas Public 
Schools: The independent school districts of the State which are legislated by the Texas 
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Education Code, governed by the local school board, and accountable to the Texas 
Education Agency. 
Superintendent: The superintendent is defined as the chief executive who is hired by the 
board of trustees and given legal and administrative power to manage the day to day 
operations of the school district where appointed. The superintendent supervises the 
professional and nonprofessional staff, and is subordinate to the school board of the 
district, which is responsible for the superintendent’s evaluation. 
School Board President: The school board president is the duly elected member of the 
board who presides over the board and its actions. The president of the school board also 
represents the board as a whole as its spokesperson. 
School Board: The school board is the body of officials elected to oversee the operations 
of the school district. The school board is sometimes referred to as the governing board or 
board of trustees. 
School Board/Superintendent Relations: The working relationship between the 
superintendent of schools and the school governing board that eases or restricts the day to 
day operations of the school district. 
Region 4 Education Service Center (ESC): One of 20 non-regulatory agencies within 
Texas that assist school districts and charter schools in improving student performance 
and increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of school operations. The Texas 
Education Agency (TEA) defines the geographical borders that each of the regional 
service centers encompasses. Region 4 ESC is located in the Houston area. 
Perception: Webster’s Dictionary II (1984) defines perception as “the act, process, or 
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faculty of perceiving” and as “insight, intuition, or knowledge gained by perceiving”. 
Texas Association of School Boards (TASB): a fee based organization that provides 
training to local school boards through conventions and publications as well as providing 
other district based services for school administrators. 
Significance of the Study 
 DiPaola and Stronge (2003) identified several purposes for superintendent 
evaluation. Included in these are the following: 
 defining for the superintendent what is expected of him or her, 
 enhancing communications between the superintendent and the board, and  
 clarifying the roles of the superintendent and board member’s for all concerned. 
These purposes are critical to the development of a successful board-superintendent 
relationship. This study provides information on current practices used by school board 
presidents in selected Texas school districts and their perceptions, as well as those of the 
superintendent, of the effectiveness of the evaluation tool in measuring the 
superintendent’s performance.  This information will be a potential source of information 
to districts interested in effecting change in their process and practices. As DiPaola and 
Stronge (2003) have noted: 
If the evaluation is merely an event it has little, if any, impact on the professional 
growth of the superintendent or improvement of the district. Superintendent 
evaluation, when implemented as a continuous process, is a valuable tool that 
enhances communication, keeps the respective parties informed, and provides 
opportunities for mutual understanding, growth, and development (p.73). 
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In another study on superintendent evaluation, Sullivan (2005) suggested 
outcomes could clarify areas of strength and weakness of the current superintendent 
evaluation process. He indicated that the knowledge gained from studying this process 
could lead to improved communications between superintendents and school boards. The 
improved communication could, in turn, lead to improved relations between the two 
parties. The final outcome might be increased longevity of the superintendent and less 
frequent turnover in the key leadership position in the district.  
Delimitations of the Study 
 The following delimitations define the scope of this study. Results rely entirely on 
qualitative data rather than any quantitative data. This study is limited to three school 
board presidents and superintendents in public school districts in Education Service 
Center, Region 4 of Texas. 
Limitations of the Study 
 Limitations of this study include those relevant to qualitative research and case 
study in particular. The findings of this case study only apply to the districts being 
studied and are not generalizable to other districts. However, the findings can provide a 
basis for other research in similar districts. Additionally, the number of participants is 
limited. 
Assumptions 
 This research is based on the assumption that participants will answer truthfully and 
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completely any questions posed by the researcher. This requires the researcher to develop 
a relationship of trust with the participants, as well as assurance of confidentiality, as 
discussed in Chapter 3. It also assumes that the interview process will successfully inspire 
and glean participants’ true perceptions. 
Summary 
This chapter introduced the research focus and established the context for the 
study of school board presidents’ and superintendents’ description of the criteria, the 
process and practices involved in superintendent evaluation in their school district. 
Additionally the researcher will gather perceptions of superintendents and school board 
presidents regarding the effectiveness of their current evaluation tool.  The chapter also 
provided the research questions and the general areas of research explored. The 
remaining chapters include a review of the related literature, the research design and 
methodology. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
 The public school superintendent is the chief executive officer (CEO) for the 
school district. While employed by the school board they are responsible to a number of 
diverse stakeholders, including teachers, and other school staff members, students, 
parents, and community members. The superintendent’s performance is under scrutiny by 
all of these groups at various times as they are charged with one of the most important 
tasks in our culture--the education of all children. The superintendent is the single most 
influential person in the overall operation of the school district. Their performance is 
pivotal to the positive growth and development of the educational program. The 
evaluation of the superintendent’s performance is, therefore, extremely important. The 
following is a review of the literature. 
Evolution of the Superintendency 
In November 1907, the cover of the School Board Journal displayed a cartoon 
that showed a vacancy for a superintendent of schools posted on the front door of the 
office of the board of education. The notice indicated that the board was seeking an 
individual who would please everybody, from ultraconservatives to radical progressives. 
This century old cartoon illustrates that even in the formative years of public education 
and city government in the United States, larger public school systems expected 
superintendents to appease groups holding divergent values and beliefs. Democratic 
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pluralism, however, is but one factor that has made the superintendency a challenging 
complex position of public trust (Kowalski, 1999). 
This section will examine the school superintendency from its creation to the 
current role and trace this role as it was shaped by the social, economic and political 
factors of the time. This foundation creates an overview of the present condition and 
practice, and the development of the qualifications and preparation for the job. 
The position of local school superintendent emerged in the mid1800s. Between 
1837 and 1859, 13 districts (all urban) established the position; by 1890 most major cities 
had followed this lead. However, efforts to establish the post often generated substantial 
conflict. In some cases, political bosses feared that school superintendents would amass 
their own power and be able to stand apart from the entangled mechanisms of big city 
government. The fact that some cities disestablished and then reestablished the position 
shows the ambivalence with which the post was regarded in the beginning (Knezevich, 
1984). 
It was evident, even in the formative years that politics was on a collision course 
with the professional role of the school superintendents. Political bosses were suspicious 
of government officials that sought independence and they became extremely distrustful 
of school superintendents who were trying to use professionalism as a shield guard 
against the political machines (Kowalski, 1999). 
Kowalski noted that in large measure the evolution of the position of 
superintendent paralleled the development of schools that were divided into grades 
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(Kowalski, 1999). Most schools had, before this time, been operated as one room with a 
single educator who acted as teacher, principal, and in some instances custodian; many 
who held this position were called head teachers (Brubacher, 1966). As the one room 
school evolved and was replaced with graded schools organized into local districts, one 
of the main responsibilities of the superintendent was to write a uniform course of study 
that could be implemented in all schools within the system (Kowalski, 1999). The role of 
the superintendent at this time was critical not only to develop the curriculum but also to 
monitor its implementation in all of the schools in the system.  
Based on political pressure, many times, the superintendents during the early 
years were relegated to menial roles and detail work of managing the schools. Kowalski 
describes the role, during this period, as one in which the superintendent acted as a 
“servant” to the school board rather than a leader (Kowalski, 1999).  Some school boards 
did not trust the ability of the people in the position who had mostly been teachers to 
manage the money and other resources. (Knezevich,1984).  Many of the people assigned 
to this position in the 19
th
 century were teachers who were men and had no specific 
experience or training in managing finance, people or other material resources. 
Two major events were instrumental in the development of the superintendency in 
the United States. The first, in 1874, was the famous Michigan Supreme Court decision 
on the Kalamazoo case, which established the right of local school boards to tax property 
owners for support of secondary education (high schools) as well as for elementary 
education. This decision gave a tremendous boost to the establishment of public high 
schools across the country and assisted in creating a need for a single head of the 
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consolidated school system (Candoli, 1995). As the number of high school districts grew, 
the need for systemic leadership grew and the position of superintendent expanded. This 
was not a quick change but a long, sometimes painful, transition from one-room schools 
to multi-campus districts serving the total educational needs of an area. The other major 
event that led to the expansion of multi-campus school systems and, ultimately, to the 
need for a superintendent was the invention and development of the motor vehicle as a 
means for moving people from one place to another. This permitted the massing of 
students into student bodies of sufficient size to make it effective and efficient to offer 
programs to serve diverse needs. This also gave rise to various vocational programs to 
train workers needed in an industrial society. The evolution of the school bus fleet was an 
important element in the creation of the massive consolidated school systems that we see 
today. The growth in the position of superintendent paralleled the growth of the public 
schools in the United States. The position is also inextricably linked to the evolution of 
school boards (Candoli, 1995). 
Many early superintendents faced serious challenges, including the survival of the 
common school movement itself. Those men taking up the call of the superintendency 
and the common school were true school reformers (Kowalski, 1999). They traveled from 
large cities to villages preaching the gospel of a free public education. In some respects, 
many early superintendents were like secular clergy. They served as moral role models 
and spreaders of the democratic ethic (Candoli, 1995). 
Around 1910 there were a number of critical circumstances that pushed the 
superintendency toward a preoccupation with management. These include the growing 
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influence of scientific management, the increasing size of school districts, the quest for 
standardization, and the emergence of school administration as a specialization within the 
educational profession. Leading figures in school administration wanted to separate 
themselves from teachers. Many times it was because teachers were generally not held in 
high regard and were not paid reasonable salaries. Eventually they succeeded and 
principals and superintendents were seen as managers and teachers were seen as 
occupying a lesser role (Kowalski, 1999). 
William Eaton (1990) defined professionalism as an effort, over time, to create a 
distinct occupational role and then persuade others to accept the role as a standard. 
According to Eaton both actual skills and preferred behaviors are involved. He writes, “In 
exchange for systematic training and endorsement of a code of ethics, the professional 
demands autonomy in the process of exercising judgment over practice”(p.33).  Kowalski 
(1999) identified at least three reasons why superintendents sought this standing: 
 The general public viewed the economic and social successes of industrial 
management positively, and, thus, the idea of being classified as 
professional managers was appealing to many school administrators. 
 Professionalism almost always bestowed additional powers on individuals 
in offices that attained that status. 
 Breaking free of the big city bureaucracies made it more likely that key 
decisions relating to schools could be made on the basis of educational 
rather than political considerations (Kowalski, 1999). 
 19 
Because the American superintendency has experienced such turmoil and has 
endured many dramatic changes over the years, it is appropriate to review the various 
phases of the position to see if there is any unifying thread from which a model for the 
evaluation of the position could be constructed (Candoli, 1995). 
It is possible to trace the evolution of the position, starting with the notion of the 
superintendent as the master teacher and the leader of the students and teachers of a 
school system. In the next phase, the superintendent acts as the manager of the school 
system, held accountable by the board for all of the activities of the system. The 
progression then moves toward the concept of the superintendent as the chief executive 
officer of the school organization and as the expert manager of the organization. Finally, 
it evolves into the current view of the role of the superintendent as responsible for 
developing and implementing a variety of different models to respond to the many 
publics that make up the modern school system. An examination of the social changes 
since the 1950s reveals that today's superintendent must perform vastly different tasks 
than did the position incumbent before that time. Beginning in the 1960s and 1970s when 
dramatic civil upheaval and immense social tension brought tremendous and significant 
changes to the American public school systems that has continued through to today, the 
position of superintendent of schools has become a vastly different kind of leadership 
post (Candoli, 1995). 
According to Candoli, issues such as equal educational opportunity for minority 
students, community control of schools, intergovernmental and interagency cooperation, 
compensatory programs, and desegregation resulted in a greater focus on performance by 
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the makers of policy on the training and selection of superintendents (Candoli, 1995). In 
the study of the superintendency entitled The Study of the School Superintendency, 
published in 1992, Thomas E. Glass quotes Cuban, (1988):  
Perhaps the greatest challenge to the superintendency during the civil rights era 
 was the encroachment into the authority of the superintendency by a more  
  involved citizenry and school board. At the same time, a wide array of legislative 
 mandates also were lessening school system autonomy. The superintendent's 
 traditional role of "expert" was challenged by many parents and board members 
 because the schools were not meeting community expectations . . . . The 
 disenchantment with American schools was especially pronounced in large urban 
  centers, where increasing numbers of disadvantaged students dropped out or were 
  chronic underachievers. In such school systems, superintendent firings often were 
 front page news (p.5). 
Glass implies in his document that during the 1980s and 1990s the policy-making 
pendulum has been swinging between the superintendent and the board, reflecting the 
fact that education leaders and theoreticians disagree about what constitutes 
policymaking and what constitutes management (Glass, 1992). Most researchers on the 
superintendency favor a model of the superintendent as chief executive officer, a concept 
partially borrowed from corporate America. In many cases, what has been viewed as 
policy development in the world of public education is seen as management prerogative 
in the private sector. At this point in time, the debate continues with strong feelings on 
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both sides. This phase makes the superintendency and consequently the evaluation of 
superintendents even more difficult. 
Roles and Responsibilities of the Superintendent 
 
To outsiders, the role of the school superintendent has always been a little 
mystifying. Most people can explain that the superintendent is the ultimate "person in 
charge," but what superintendents actually do remains vague. In truth, superintendents 
themselves may sometimes wonder. Their once imposing authority has eroded 
considerably in the last several decades. State and federal policymakers have not 
hesitated to impose major mandates on districts, and a variety of special-interest groups 
have become assertive about advancing their agenda through the schools. Parents and 
teachers are more inclined to demand a seat at the decision-making table, and a growing 
number of charter schools are public but not fully answerable to the district. Most of all, 
standards-based accountability has made reform not just the trademark of progressive 
superintendents but a minimum expectation for the job (Lashway, 2002). 
According to Paul Houston, former Executive Director of the American 
Association of School Administrators(AASA)  a number of trends that have made district 
leadership so difficult are: changing demographics and growing diversity, a fragmenting 
culture, deregulation in the form of vouchers and charter schools, decentralization of 
power, and increased accountability with no additional authority (Houston, 2001). 
Cuban notes that superintendents must fashion a solution out of three sometimes-
conflicting roles: instructional, managerial, and political. As instructional leaders, they 
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bear ultimate responsibility for improving student achievement. As managerial leaders, 
they have to keep their districts operating efficiently, with a minimum of friction, yet 
taking risks to make necessary changes. As political leaders, they have to negotiate with 
multiple stakeholders to get approval for programs and resources. All the roles are 
apparently necessary. Susan Moore Johnson (1996) found the same three themes in her 
in-depth study of superintendents, as did Nancy Nestor-Baker and Wayne Hoy (2001). 
The latter study also found that superintendents spent the most time thinking about the 
interpersonal dimensions of their political and managerial roles, especially in dealing 
with the board.  DiPaola & Stronge (2003) describe the position of the superintendent as 
a blend of 
 strategic planner, 
 leader, 
 cheerleader, 
 organizational manager, 
 fiscal officer, 
 diplomat, 
 politician, and 
 other equally important roles. 
In essence, the superintendent personifies the aspirations and responsibilities of the 
entire organization. This next section discusses the board-superintendent relationship. 
School Board and Superintendent Relationship 
The real success of a school board is found in its ability to demonstrate its central 
purpose. School boards oversee district administration and educational delivery to ensure 
that the views and opinions of the community are recognizable in the school district. 
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Members of strong boards understand which decision constitutes corporate decisions and 
are therefore board decisions, and which decision areas are operational or management 
decisions, belonging to the superintendent. 
 The purpose of a school board in American democracy is to press local values 
into the schools. Board members know whether their voting patterns reflect the will of 
their constituents or whether they are continuously forcing incompatible policy and 
direction down the throats of the citizenry, who support, fund and entrust tomorrow’s 
society to the decisions of the school board (Reimer, 2008). 
 There are several main components to a successful, collaborative relationship 
between the superintendent and the school board. “Most studies of the superintendent-
board relationships conclude that communication, trust and understanding role 
differences are the main factors influencing their effectiveness”(Carter &Cunningham, 
1997, p.95). Communication is an enormous asset to a successful relationship (National 
School Boards Association, 1982). Effective communication between the board and the 
superintendent, as well as the public, is a necessity. Building trust between the 
superintendent and the school board is another essential component to the successful 
relationship (Basom, Young & Adams, 1999; Carter & Cunningham, 1997) 
 Even though building a collaborative relationship between the superintendent and 
the school board is not an easy task, it is extremely important to every school district. 
Konnert and Augenstein (1990) state, “the superintendent-board relationship is the 
leadership keystone for the school system”(p.135). Once the relationship is built the work 
is not completely finished. Instead the relationship should be nurtured and supported by 
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all parties. Eadie (2003) states, “if developing an effective and lasting board-
superintendent partnership were a breeze, we would see far fewer strained relationships 
and the average superintendent tenure would be significantly longer”(p.26). 
Board relationships are a continuing issue for district leaders. Despite theoretical 
clarity in the division of labor (the board sets policy and the superintendent executes it), 
the practical application is much more ambiguous (Lashway, 2002). Although Glass and 
his colleagues found that boards accept most of their administrators’ policy 
recommendations, superintendents have to work hard to frame issues in a way that will 
garner majority support (Glass et al., 2000). Whereas 93 percent of the superintendents 
surveyed reported a collaborative relationship with the board, 70 percent believed the 
current governance structure should be restructured or replaced (Glass 2001). 
Goldstein (1992) found that the current pressure to reform schools and increase 
accountability to the public has received a significant level of attention.  All too often, 
school boards and superintendents are viewed as the people responsible for a public 
education system that does not fare well when compared to other nations.  The 
superintendent is usually caught in the middle of political controversy. The 
superintendent usually attempts to satisfy both the bureaucracy as well as the school 
board. Additionally, Seaton, Underwood, and Fortune (1992) found that state legislatures 
are bringing increasing pressure on school boards and superintendents to reform schools, 
usually without providing additional funds to meet these responsibilities. 
Costallo, Greco, and McGowan (1992) reported that while the potential stress and 
a strained relationship is significant, the school board and superintendent relationship 
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does more to determine the effectiveness and efficiency of education than any other 
single factor. They suggested that the relationship between and among school board 
members and superintendent is healthier when all parties communicate regularly with 
each other, discuss and resolve conflict and build mutual trust. 
Costallo, Greco, and McGowan (1992) identified six major areas that would 
strengthen school board superintendent relationships. These include the following: 
 building mutual trust and understanding, 
 developing an understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the board 
and superintendent, 
 building a shared vision that focuses on student needs for the future, 
ensuring long term communication flow within and between the board and 
the superintendent, 
 making effective decisions including emphasis on consensus building, 
 conflict resolution and learning together, and 
 developing positive links with the community. 
In addition to these six areas that identified how relationships could be 
strengthened, another salient point that was consistently emphasized in this strand of 
literature was that of the changing nature of roles and responsibilities of the school board.  
During the late twentieth century, the role and composition of the school boards changed 
significantly.  This in turn impacted the superintendent.  Kowalski (1999) noted that 
superintendent and board relationships began to change in response to changes in society. 
Cuban (1998) asserted that the era of the civil rights movement was particularly difficult 
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for the superintendent as it was during this time that the traditional role of the 
superintendent as “expert” was challenged by parents and school board members. 
 Goodman and Zimmerman (2000) wrote a report entitled Thinking Differently: 
Recommendations for the 21
st
 Century School Board/Superintendent Leadership, 
Governance, and Teamwork for High Student Achievement. In this report they state, 
“Strong school board and superintendent leadership, governance, and teamwork are the 
foundation for raising the achievement of every child in America” (Goodman and 
Zimmerman, 2000, p iii).  
School board members and superintendents have been aware of the effects of 
politics on the efficient and effective operation of schools since the political reform 
movement of the 1800’s and early 1990’s. Wirt and Kirst (1992) found that local school 
district politics influence significantly the relationship between the community, school 
board members, and the superintendent. Iannaccone and Lutz (1978) assert that 
dissatisfaction from within the community can lead to superintendent turnover as well as 
school board member turnover. Fullan and Miles (1992) indicate that frequent 
administrative turnover may adversely impact a school’s ability to provide staff with a 
feeling of stability and continuity of purpose particularly in a climate of change. As the 
complexity of the job has increased, so have fears of a dwindling pool of qualified 
leaders. Bruce Cooper and colleagues (2000) found that almost 90 percent of the 
superintendents they surveyed agree "the applicant shortage represents a crisis in the 
superintendency." The Institute of Educational Leadership has portrayed the urban 
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superintendency as a merry-go-round with an average tenure of less than three years 
(Task Force on School District Leadership 2001). 
 “The growing use of student scores on state and other standardized tests to 
compare schools and school districts places school leaders in a fish bowl of public 
scrutiny” (DiPaola & Stronge, 2001, p 21). In addition, within this high stakes 
environment, local political pressures develop. This can have a long-term effect on the 
superintendent and school board. This can also lead to community dissatisfaction and 
conflict that spirals up to the relationship between board and superintendent. 
 This negativism could result in school board turnover with the political agenda 
focusing on the replacement of the superintendent. “When distrust and broken 
communication exist between the superintendent and the board, conflict rules and reason 
disappears” (Hoyle and Skrla, 1999, p. 405). This cycle is evidence of the need for a fair 
and unbiased evaluation of school superintendents.  A fair evaluation system for the 
superintendent could also address the issues of job security, high administrative turnover, 
and the importance of improved training for school board members in the evaluation 
process. 
One implication of these complexities and difficulties is that local board of 
education members might require more training in evaluation. Many state school board 
associations, as well as the National School Boards Association, are initiating these 
developmental efforts. Gaining the necessary skills with which to perform superintendent 
evaluation properly and fairly will require of boards a commitment of time, energy, and 
human resources. In addition, many boards, recognizing the necessity of such a 
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commitment, will choose to employ, as a consultant, a trained external evaluator to assist 
them in this important enterprise (Stufflebeam & Millman, 1995). 
The performance standards used in a school district should establish the 
expectations of the school board regarding the performance of the superintendent. 
DiPaola and Stronge (2003b) indicate that only through a joint process of defining 
responsibilities and standards of performance can there be clear direction for the school 
system, the evaluation process, and the superintendent being evaluated.  
Since the evaluation criteria is ultimately the responsibility of each local school 
board in the state of Texas, it is imperative that school boards and superintendent work 
together to agree on the criteria and align those to the school district goals.  
Evaluation of the Public School Superintendent 
 Emphasis and focus on the performance appraisal of the school district and 
superintendent is not a new phenomenon of the twenty first century. In 1980 the 
American Association of School Administrators (AASA), in conjunction with the 
National School Boards Association, issued a joint statement calling for formal 
evaluations of the school district superintendent. It states: 
Though individual school board members have opportunities to observe and 
evaluate superintendents’ performance, it is clear that such informal evaluations 
cannot provide the board with a complete picture of superintendents’ 
effectiveness in carrying out her (his) complex job. Regular formal evaluations 
offer boards the best means of assessing their chief administrator’s total 
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performance. Conducted properly they benefit the instructional program of the 
school district (p.4). 
A conceptually sound and properly implemented evaluation system for the 
superintendent is a vital component of an effective school system. Regardless of how 
well educational programs may be designed, the programs are only as effective as the 
people who implement them. Thus a rational relationship exists between personnel and 
programs: effective people ensure effective programs. If program effectiveness is 
important and if personnel are necessary for effective programming, then a conceptually 
sound and properly implemented evaluation system for all employees, including the 
superintendent, is essential (DiPaola & Stronge, 2003). 
Personnel evaluations in education historically have focused primarily on 
classroom teachers and, in more recent years, on principals, counselors and other building 
based personnel. The superintendent is the only employee in the organization that is 
evaluated by multiple evaluators, all of whom are community members often untrained in 
the evaluation of professional educators. If the superintendent is to receive a fair 
evaluation, and if the evaluation is to contribute to his or her own success and to the 
overall effectiveness of the school system as a whole, then special consideration must be 
given to designing, developing, and implementing a comprehensive and quality 
performance evaluation system (DiPaola & Stronge, 2003). 
Superintendents performance evaluations often continue to be conducted through 
a highly informal, subjective process based more on impressions than on concrete data. 
The implementation of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and other standards based reforms 
 30 
have created a focus on performance-based assessment for all school professionals, 
including superintendents (DiPaola, 2007). Several states have now instituted systems 
that require school boards to use student performance data in evaluating their 
superintendents. Student achievement data, focusing on continuous improvement, should 
be considered in the process of superintendent evaluation. In a fair and unbiased 
evaluation of superintendent performance the board should consider multiple sources of 
data that reflect performance in the many facets of the position. There is general 
agreement among superintendents and researchers who have studied the superintendency 
of the ever-increasing complexity of the job (DiPaola, 2007). The increased complexity 
of the role has complicated the evaluation of the superintendent.  
Stufflebeam and Millman (1995) present in Figure 1 the general tasks involved in 
assessing the merit and worth of superintendent performance: delineating, obtaining, 
providing/reporting, and applying pertinent information. They contend that the school 
board that masters these task areas is doing a thorough and systematic job of 
superintendent performance evaluation, in a manner that should be valuable to the 
district, the board, the superintendent, and other right-to-know parties. 
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A MODEL FOR SUPERINTENDENT EVALUATION (p. 385) 
Figure l. General and specific tasks in evaluating superintendent performance. 
Delineate 
 
--Evaluation Uses and Users 
--Accountabilities (Duties, Competencies) 
--Indicators 
--Weights 
--Data Sources 
--Performance Standards 
Obtain Information on: 
 
--District Context 
--District & Superintendent Inputs 
--District & Superintendent Process 
--District & Superintendent Products 
 
Apply 
--Professional Development 
--Personnel Decisions 
--District Improvement 
--Public Accountability 
 
Provide: 
--Formative Feedback 
--Summative Report 
 
 
Stufflebeam and Millman (1995) provide some perspective to the entire process 
of developing the evaluation plan, suggesting that it is useful to think of the task areas as 
the major responsibilities in creating an evaluation design with a variety of tasks included 
in each task area. The delineating tasks provide the crucial foundation for the evaluation 
process. Here the board, in communication with the superintendent, clarifies the 
superintendent's duties and the basic ground rules for the evaluation. Decisions are made 
and recorded concerning such matters as to whether the evaluation will address only 
competence of the superintendent (merit) or the value of the superintendent's work to the 
district (worth), what audiences will have access to what evaluation results for what 
purposes, what superintendent accountabilities will undergird the collection of 
assessment information, how the different accountabilities will be weighted for 
importance, and what standards will be used to reach conclusions about merit and/or 
worth of the superintendent's performance. School board members evaluating the 
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superintendent should realize the importance of building in the capacity to recycle and 
modify the evaluation design as conditions change in a particular situation. In making 
these decisions, the board and superintendent will pay particular heed to the 
superintendent's contract and job description, the results of previous evaluations of the 
superintendent, current assignments given to the superintendent by the board and, 
especially, pertinent data on school system performance and needs, among other sources. 
The board and superintendent need to engage in productive communication and to make 
a written record of their agreements in order to prepare for the ensuing stages of the 
evaluation process.  
The obtaining tasks include collecting, organizing, validating, and analyzing the 
needed information. In general, information is gathered about the district context (e.g., 
needs assessment data, including last year's student achievement, attendance, and 
completion rate/graduation), district and superintendent inputs (e.g., the district's strategic 
plan and budget and the superintendent's work plan), district and superintendent process 
(e.g., activity reports, financial data, and stakeholder judgments), and district and 
superintendent products (e.g., this year's student achievement and related data, special 
project outcomes, the superintendent's evaluations of district staff, and unexpected 
outcomes of superintendent activities). Beyond these general classes of information, data 
should be collected in response to the specific information requirements determined in 
the delineating tasks. Both general and specific information should be organized to 
respond to the key evaluation questions determined in the delineating tasks, then 
 33 
analyzed in accordance with the given weights for different parts of the information and 
the rules for reaching judgments about merit or worth (Stufflebeam and Millman, 1995). 
The providing tasks involve reporting the information obtained to the intended 
users in ways to best serve intended uses. These tasks may include minimal form of 
formative feedback from the board to the superintendent to provide guidance during the 
school year and are mainly concerned with products. The providing tasks also include the 
compilation of one or more summative evaluation reports to serve accountability and 
decision-making purposes, and possibly to provide direction for the superintendent’s 
professional improvement. Basically, the board is the providing agent in the evaluation of 
superintendent performance. The board delivers information to the superintendent and, in 
accordance with prior decisions reached in the delineating stage, may also report to the 
press and the community. Formative evaluation reports are often oral and given only to 
the superintendent, while summative evaluation reports must be in writing, must address 
issues of merit or worth, and may be released at some level of detail to the public. 
Depending on prior decisions about intended uses and users, certain reports will be 
confidential and discussed in executive session, while others will be public. These are 
decisions to be made in advance and communicated, so that in reporting there will be no 
basis for dispute as to which audience should receive which report.  
The applying tasks concern the uses of evaluation reports. These tasks are 
differentiated from the providing tasks to underscore the importance of assuring that 
evaluation findings are used in meaningful ways and not just collected and reported. 
Particular intended uses and users should be determined in the delineating tasks. In 
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general, boards and superintendents should plan to use reports to guide the 
superintendent's professional development, reach employment decisions (e.g., on salary, 
modification of assigned duties, continuation/termination), and as input for planning and 
developing goals for the district (Stufflebeam and Millman, 1995). 
  Typically, the superintendent is evaluated by all members of the board, most of 
whom are lay members of the community who have uneven—or lack of training in 
performance evaluation (MacPhail-Wilcox& Forbes, 1990) in DiPaola and Stronge 
(2003). Consequently, when five or seven or nine members of the school board evaluate 
the superintendent, the resulting evaluation can be a conglomerate of conflicting 
perspectives—both in terms of expectations and performance. In this case one of two 
approaches frequently emerges: 
1. The board members bandy about the diverse opinions regarding the 
superintendent’s performance until a general consensus, an averaging of the 
varied opinions, or a compromise emerges. 
2. The school board simply compiles all of the ratings and comments of individual 
board members and presents the composite list to the superintendent as the final 
evaluation. 
     Both methods result in an evaluation that is a general “feel good” approach when 
things are perceived to be going well, or that can result in acrimony among board 
members and between board and superintendent, when things are not going well (Di 
Paola and Stronge, 2003).  
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     Another problem plaguing the superintendent evaluation process is the absence of 
clearly defined job expectations and performance goals. Few superintendents receive 
suggestions for improvement during evaluation and meaningful evaluations should 
address both strengths and weaknesses (Candoli, Cullen & Stufflebeam, 1997). A better 
process for both the new and the continuing superintendent is to jointly establish with the 
board clear and specific goals for the organization and the expectations of the 
superintendent in fulfilling those goals (Schaffer, 1999) in DiPaola& Stronge (2003) By 
discussing and collaboratively establishing mutually agreeable organizational goals and 
performance targets, the job of the superintendent can more readily be translated into job 
responsibilities with appropriate performance indicators and standards for job 
performance. This collaborative process clearly requires input from both the school board 
and their superintendent, who is ultimately responsible for carrying out the daily 
performance of job expectations. Only through a joint process of defining responsibilities 
and standards for performance can there be a clear direction for this school system, the 
evaluation process, and the superintendent being evaluated. (DiPaola and Stronge, 2003). 
Superintendent Evaluation Research Studies 
 Several comprehensive research studies of the superintendency completed in the 
1990’s revealed some disturbing patterns in the process of superintendent evaluations 
(Glass 1992; Robinson & Bickers, 1990; Stufflebeam, 1994). Even though almost 90% of 
the superintendents nationally are evaluated annually, less than 10% of superintendents 
indicated that their board discussed explicit guidelines and performance standards with 
them when they were hired (Robinson and Bickers, 1990). These researchers also 
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discovered that the superintendents were often not evaluated according to the criteria in 
their job descriptions. These studies showed that superintendent evaluations that led to 
termination of the superintendent were often based on personality issues and board 
superintendent relations rather than specific measurable standards. 
 One of the responsibilities of the school boards is to identify the roles and 
responsibilities of the superintendent and evaluate them based on their job description 
that was used to hire them.  A national study completed at Western Michigan University 
under the direction of the Center for Educational Accountability and Teacher Evaluation 
(CREATE) revealed that 87 percent of superintendents had job descriptions. However, 
only half of those superintendents were evaluated according to their job description 
criteria (Stufflebeam, 1994).  
 Hoyle and Skrla (1999) discovered that the superintendent could receive the 
highest rating on an evaluation instrument but be non-renewed due to personality 
conflicts with school board members and politics that were beyond his or her control. The 
Stufflebeam (1994) study also found that the most commonly used criteria for the 
evaluation process included general effectiveness of the superintendent’s performance, 
budget development and implementation, and relationship with school board members. 
 The Robinson and Bickers study (1990) also revealed that superintendents were 
not evaluated based on the criteria in their job descriptions. Glass et al. (2000) reported in 
the Study of the American Superintendency that although most superintendents do have 
job descriptions, only 50.2 percent indicated that they were evaluated by the school 
boards according to the criteria in their job description. In the latest survey, called The 
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American School Superintendent: 2010 Decennial Study Kowalski et al. (2010) found 
that 72 percent of the superintendents studied indicated that their job descriptions were a 
basis for their performance evaluation. 
Stufflebeam Research Study 
 Stufflebeam (1994) analyzed twelve different superintendent evaluation models 
and identified the strengths and weaknesses of various models when compared to the 
personnel evaluation standards approved by the Joint Committee on Standards for 
Educational Evaluation. Stufflebeam divided the evaluation instruments studied into three 
categories of global judgment, judgment driven by specified criteria and judgment driven 
by data. Stufflebeam concluded that the appraisal process with the greatest number of 
strengths in comparison was the Duties/Responsibility Based Model. Three prominent 
strengths identified through the research for this model are that it ensures regular 
evaluation, establishes mutually agreed upon criteria for evaluation, and facilitates 
clarification of the board and superintendent roles. 
Candoli, Cullen, and Stufflebeam Research 
 The Candoli, Cullen, and Stufflebeam (1997) meta-analysis research consisted of 
a review of superintendent evaluation studies through 1997. The scope of this analysis 
was published in the book Superintendent Performance Evaluation: Current Practices 
and Directions for Improvement (1997). This research project was completed by Dr. 
Stufflebeam and his colleagues and serves as “ the foundation for future development of 
improved models for evaluating school district superintendents” (Candoli, et al., p.7).  
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The CREATE archive and the data from studies by Glass (1992) and Robinson and 
Bickers (1990) were also incorporated in the final report.  
Candoli, Cullen, and Stufflebeam (1997) found that performance standards are the 
most effective method of superintendent evaluation. They divided the performance 
standards into six major domains. These include: 
1. Policy and governance, 
2. Planning and assessment, 
3. Instructional leadership, 
4. Organizational management, 
5. Communications and community relations, and 
6. Professionalism (Joint Commission on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 
1998). 
Mayo and McCartney Research Study 
This major research study contributed to the previous work by examining 
superintendents’ perceptions of current performance evaluation practices and their 
preferences for those practices (Mayo & McCartney, 2004). This study found that 
practices are neither uniformly effective nor results based. This study was the first to 
begin to quantify the conflict between superintendent and the school board. 
This study looked at two major issues. One was to examine if superintendent 
evaluations were fair, effective and consistent with superintendent preferences. The 
second was to determine if the superintendent evaluation procedures were performance 
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based. The researchers selected 1,125 superintendents to survey. Even though the sample 
was small the results indicated superintendent preference for performance evaluation.  
Primarily, the superintendents wanted to have at least half of the school board trained in 
evaluation, to have the board and superintendent set evaluation criteria together, and to 
have the board evaluation by objective (Mayo and McCartney, 2004). 
This study revealed that standards-based practices were non-existent.  The findings of 
this study show little evidence that the process of superintendent evaluation have changed 
in response to the accountability movement. In addition, this study found that 
superintendents indicated a need to change current practices relating to the effectiveness 
and results-based performance evaluations (Mayo and McCartney, 2004). 
DiPaola and Stronge Study 
DiPaola and Stronge (2003) conducted a study of current policies and practices 
regarding superintendent evaluation in all fifty states. They analyzed the criteria in the 
evaluation instruments collected from each state by comparing performance appraisal 
system to the AASA Professional Standards for the Superintendency (1994). The eight 
performance standards established by the AASA  are: 
 Leadership and District Culture, 
 Policy and Governance, 
 Communications and Community Relations, 
 Organizational Management, 
 Curriculum Planning and Development, 
 Instructional Management, 
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 Human Resource Management, and 
 Values, Ethics and Leadership. 
DiPaola and Stronge (2003) also categorized the state models utilizing the same 
twelve models of superintendent evaluation employed by Stufflebeam. They concluded 
that all of the models in this analysis contain relative strengths and weaknesses. They 
found that performance standards guarantee that the superintendent is evaluated based on 
what he or she was hired to do (DiPaola and Stonge, 2003). 
Student achievement and improving the basic operation of the school district are 
basic reasons to evaluate all school personnel. The superintendent occupies the unique 
position that may be able to influence the overall performance of the school district. In 
addition to the statutory requirement, this fact provides a logical reason for the school 
board to evaluate the superintendent. Utilizing the performance standards as suggested by 
DiPaola and Stronge may assist the school board in conducting a more thorough 
assessment of the district’s performance. DiPaola and Stronge (2003) have identified six 
domains that should be included in the evaluation of the superintendent. These include: 
1. Policy and Governance, 
2. Planning and Assessment, 
3. Instructional Leadership, 
4. Organizational Management, 
5. Communications and Community Relations, and  
6. Professionalism. 
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Sullivan Research Study 
Dr. Sullivan conducted a study in Montana in an effort to determine how 
evaluations were aligned with the six performance domains identified by DiPaola and 
Stronge (2003). This study was based on the perceptions of Montana Superintendents. 
Sullivan (2005) found that only 8 percent of Montana public school district do not have 
policies and procedures in place regarding the evaluation of the school district 
superintendent. Additionally, fewer than 5 percent of Montana superintendents do not 
have job descriptions. Furthermore, Sullivan (2005) indicated that 50 percent of the 
Montana superintendents establish performance goals on an annual basis, but over 25 
percent do not receive a written summary of the superintendent’s evaluation. Sullivan 
(2005) suggested that the failure of the school boards to provide a written summary of the 
evaluation of the superintendent could affect the communication between the 
superintendent and the school board.  With regards to training of school board members 
Sullivan (2005) found that only 7 percent of the practicing superintendents who 
responded indicated that the school board members had received adequate training in the 
evaluation of the superintendent. 
Based on the perceptions of the Montana school superintendents who participated 
in the study, the performance domains most closely aligned with their current evaluation 
instrument were in the area of planning and assessment and instructional leadership 
(Sullivan, 2005). According to Sullivan (2005), this result appears to be consistent with 
following the mandates from No Child left behind (NCLB). In the Sullivan (2005) study 
Montana superintendents who participated in the study perceived that the domain of 
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policy governance was the least aligned to the domains prescribed by DiPaola and 
Stronge (2003b).  
In summary, Sullivan (2005) found that there is not a uniform process for 
evaluating the public school superintendents in Montana and that the Montana evaluation 
instruments are not aligned with the domains in DiPaola and Stronge (2003). 
Summary 
Legislation in most states requires that school boards be legally responsible for 
evaluating the superintendent. The evaluation instrument can be beneficial for a school 
district and result in improving communication, identifying goals, setting priorities, and 
clearly defining expectations as well as holding the school superintendent accountable.  
The evaluation process gives school board members the opportunity to assess their level 
of satisfaction with the superintendent’s performance and provide valuable feedback for 
superintendents to improve their performance. 
The current research indicates that many of the current evaluation practices have 
their beginning in scientific management. It appears that many states and districts still use 
rating forms such as checklists and management by objectives. These models in isolation 
do not give the superintendent a chance to really understand the school board’s 
perception of his or her level of performance.  
This review of the literature regarding the role of the superintendent and 
evaluation practices revealed four patterns.  The first pattern that emerged from analyzing 
the literature was that the role of the superintendent and the superintendent evaluation 
process both evolved as a result of the reform movement and an emphasis on 
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accountability nationally. It appears that the complexity of the role of the superintendent 
evolved more rapidly than the evolution of the superintendent evaluation process. 
Research indicated that many superintendents do not participate in or receive evaluations 
that are in alignment with school district expectations, state and federal mandates, and the 
current role of the superintendent as defined by their job description.  Mayo and 
McCartney (2004) found that superintendents value achieving results because their 
careers depend upon meeting the criteria in their evaluation.  It is critical that the 
evaluation instrument and process match the current role of the superintendent. 
The second pattern unfolding from the literature is that with multiple evaluators 
such as school board members, it is critical that training be provided so that the result 
would be consistent and effective. It is apparent in the literature that most evaluations in 
school districts are not effective due to many limitations. These include lack of adequate 
training and knowledge among school board members as well as the fact that personality 
traits and process skills continue to be emphasized over results-based measures or 
concrete data. 
The third pattern noted is that, even though there are a variety of evaluation 
practices and instruments implemented throughout the nation, there is still little evidence 
that evaluation processes have changed to accommodate the accountability and reform 
movement.  The research does raise questions about the uniform effectiveness of 
superintendent evaluation practices particularly since there seems to be a misalignment 
with a results-based focus as accountability climate has increased.  Even though there are 
several models of evaluation, the research indicated that the foundation for effective 
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performance evaluation systems are the use of clearly defined and well-documented 
performance standards such as those proposed by AASA and DiPaola and Stronge 
(2003). 
The relationship between superintendent and school board is the fourth pattern 
that emerges from the literature. The research indicates a critical need for a strong 
working relationship between the members of the school board and the superintendent. 
Together with the superintendent the school board should clearly define job expectations 
and performance goals. When these are agreed upon jointly they can improve 
communication and provide the basis for meaningful discussion and feedback regarding 
the superintendent’s performance.  
Based on the research it seems that there are two moderately unique and systemic 
conditions that make effective superintendent evaluation more difficult.  First, the work 
scope and political environment of the position of superintendent changes frequently, 
making it difficult to apply a concrete definition to all of the many facets of the job. The 
other is that the individual personalities and the changing composition and membership 
on the school board prevent consistency in the process. Based on these issues the 
challenge for school boards and superintendents is often overwhelming. In spite of the 
challenges there is a need to have some uniformity and consistency in the process and 
inclusion of performance outcomes to insure greater efficiency. 
Even though the accountability and the modern school reform movement have 
been impacting schools and school districts for over twenty years, there has been limited 
research in the area of superintendent evaluation. Specific information about the practices 
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and procedures used by school board members since the reform movement began can be 
found in the AASA studies of superintendents (Glass et al., 2000; Kowalski et al., 2010) 
and several national studies specifically about superintendent evaluation (Candoli, Cullen 
and Stufflebeam 1997; Robinson and Bickers, 1990). 
Even though the state of Texas has implemented the six domains as prescribed by  
Di Paola and Stronge (2003) and has more recently added student achievement data to the 
process, the procedures and practices vary widely by school district and by school board.  
It is important to gauge the perceptions of school board presidents on the process 
currently used in their school district.  This study will gather important information to 
add to the body of work that has been the research on superintendent evaluation.  The 
following chapter describes the methodology proposed for collecting the data to address 
these questions. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
 In this chapter, the methodology and research design used to implement the study 
and examine the research questions posed are described. This chapter includes sections 
on the purpose of the study, a review of the research questions, a description of the 
research design, criteria for selection of the participants, data collection and analysis, and 
the setting.  The chapter will conclude by delineating the issues of validity, reliability, 
triangulation, trustworthiness of the data, examining the study’s limitations and offering a 
summary. 
Purpose of the Study 
 The primary purpose of this study was to examine the current practice of the 
superintendent evaluation process in three public school districts in Texas. This study 
collected information about the criteria used, the current evaluation process as described 
by superintendents and school board presidents, and their perceptions regarding the 
effectiveness of the instrument used to measure the performance of the superintendent. 
 The onset of the “standards and accountability movement” that began prior to the 
turn of this new century created a heightened focus on assessing the performance of all 
educational professionals, including superintendents. Certainly the enactment of the No 
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2002 made student achievement a public issue in every 
community across the nation. It also subjected the performance of superintendents and 
other school personnel to public scrutiny. (Di Paola, 2010) The “standards and 
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accountability” era initiated a trend to link superintendent performance to student 
achievement and other measurable student performance standards.   As a result, the 
performance expectations for most superintendents changed quickly, without a 
corresponding change in their official job descriptions or in the processes used to 
evaluate their performance. This shift to the focus on the quality of superintendents’ 
instructional leadership created a set of unique challenges, not only for superintendents, 
but also for the boards that evaluate their performance (DiPaola, 2010). 
Research Questions 
The research questions that guided the study were: 
1. What criteria does the school board use to assess the Superintendent’s 
performance in the areas prescribed by the Texas Education Code? 
2. What processes were utilized to develop the appraisal instrument employed by 
school boards? 
3. What are the perceptions of school board presidents regarding the 
effectiveness of the current instrument in measuring the performance of the 
superintendent? 
Research Methods 
This study utilized a qualitative research design, utilizing a case study 
methodology. "Qualitative researchers are concerned with process rather than simply 
outcomes or products" (Bodgan & Biklen, 2003, p. 6). In general, qualitative research is 
descriptive and inductive, and focuses on meaning making and understanding of social 
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phenomena (Bodgan & Biklen, 2003; Merriam, 1998). For the purposes of this study, the 
researcher was interested in the narrative descriptions, perceptions and processes school 
board presidents are using to make meaning of the intersection of the prescribed domains 
for superintendent evaluation in Texas and the current instrument used by their school 
district in evaluating the superintendent. Utilizing a qualitative approach, the researcher 
gained insight into how three school district superintendents and school board presidents 
perceive the effectiveness of the instrument used by their board in evaluating the 
performance of the superintendent.  
 "Meaning is of essential concern to the qualitative approach. Researchers who use 
this approach are interested in how different people make sense of their lives. In other 
words, qualitative researchers are concerned with what are called the participant 
perspectives" (Bodgan & Biklen, 2003, p. 7). Qualitative research obtains data through 
multiple methods including in- depth interviews, case studies, document reviews, and 
observations (Bodgan & Biklen, 2003; Merriam, 1998). "The researcher's primary goal is 
to add to knowledge, not to pass judgment on a setting. The worth of a study is the degree 
to which it generates theory, description or understanding" (Bodgan & Biklen, 2003, p. 
38). By gathering qualitative data on social phenomena or on an existing theoretical 
framework applied to a new context, interpretive data may lead to new theories and/or 
understandings for educators in similar or future circumstances, and may also influence 
policy development. This study proposed to add information to the practices used by 
school boards to evaluate superintendents.  
 In interpretive research, education is considered to be a process and school is a 
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lived experience. Understanding the meaning of the process or experiences constitutes the 
knowledge to be gained from an inductive, hypothesis- or theory-generating (rather than 
a deductive or testing) mode of inquiry. “Multiple realities are constructed socially by 
individuals”(Merriam, 1998, p. 1). The design of this form of research is flexible and 
responsive to the emerging conditions of the study. Qualitative samples are not usually 
random, but small and purposeful. These studies often ask the researcher to spend 
considerable time in the “natural setting of the study” and engaged in “intense contact 
with participants” (Merriam, 1998, p. 8). These unique qualities apply to numerous types 
of qualitative research; therefore, clarity demands a specific description of the type of 
qualitative research undertaken.  
 Qualitative research is one of the more common methods utilized by researchers of 
the social sciences, and its use has been manifested in numerous types of qualitative 
designs. Among the study designs commonly found in educational research is the case 
study (Merriam, 1998). The distinction of case study design may be understood as an 
inquiry process (Yin, 1994), a methodology, a comprehensive research strategy, (Denzin 
& Lincoln, 2005; Merriam, 1998;Yin, 2003) a unit of analysis, (Stake, 1995), or the 
product of a study (Merriam, 1998). This design is interested in “interpretation rather 
than hypothesis testing ” (Merriam, 1998) and is best suited for situations in which it is 
difficult to distinguish between the influences on the object of study from their context 
(Yin). In addition to these characteristics, case studies have three more special features: 
1. Particularistic-“case studies focus on a particular situation, event or program” 
(Merriam, 1998, p. 29) 
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2. Descriptive-the product “is a rich ‘thick’ description” (Merriam, 1998, p. 29) 
3. Heuristic-the case “illuminates the reader’s understanding” (Merriam, 1998, p.30)  
Case studies may be found unique not only by the process, but also by the nature and 
intent of their product. 
 Case study research not only describes a research method, but it also indicates the 
type and nature of product. Case studies provide information that is “more concrete, more 
contextual, more developed by reader interpretation, and based more on reference 
populations” (Stake, 1981, p. 35-36). In addition, case studies may have one of numerous 
intentions. The present study would be called a “descriptive” (Merriam, 1998, p. 38) case 
study because it aimed to provide a picture of the practices utilized by school board 
presidents in evaluating the superintendent.  This differs from other case studies that may 
intend to develop concepts or challenge theory (interpretive case study), or studies that 
want to explain and judge (evaluative case study) (Merriam, 1998). This summary of 
qualitative methods in general and the case study design specifically provides the 
methodological foundation needed to guide the present research. The remainder of this 
chapter outlines the method of study based on this understanding of qualitative research 
philosophy and case study design.  
Participants 
 An important step in the process of data collection is to find people or places to 
study and to gain access to and establish rapport with participants so that they will 
provide good data (Creswell, 2007).  Selection of participants for this study adhered to 
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qualitative methodology in that it is purposeful and nonrandom (Patton, 1990) as to 
facilitate the case study design that focuses on a particular situation or event (Yin, 1994).  
 The researcher decided to purposefully select three school board presidents for this 
study.  Sampling criterion include: 
1. The school district was located within Region 4 Educational Service Center area. 
2. The superintendent had been in the district for at least three years to ensure that the 
board  had been through the process with the same superintendent at least twice. 
3. The school board president had been on the school board of the participating school 
district for at least three years. 
4. The school districts selected had a student population of at least 25,000 students. 
Documentation of the qualifications of participants with respect to these criteria allowed 
the researcher to control at least some factors that may play a role in the outcome of this 
study. 
 The first phase of the selection process included an analysis of the school districts 
in Region IV and the proposed criterion. This process allowed the researcher to determine 
which school board presidents and superintendents meet the selection process criteria. 
The superintendents and school board presidents were contacted via phone and email to 
invite them to participate in the study. The researcher scheduled an initial interview to 
present all pertinent documentation as prescribed by the University Institutional Review 
Board (IRB).  
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Setting 
 The setting of this study was bounded by school districts located in Region IV. The 
districts varied in size of population and demographics. Merriam (1998) suggests that 
conducting research in “the natural setting” (p. 8) of the observed phenomenon is not 
only acceptable, but also appropriate. In addition, Yin (1994) describes the case study as 
best suited for situations in which it is difficult to separate the influences on the object of 
study from their context. Thus, in accordance with the qualitative method and case study 
design, the setting of this study occurred in a time and place convenient and comfortable 
to the participants. The natural setting of school board presidents is often difficult to 
define because they are essentially volunteers and work in numerous environments. The 
participants (both superintendents and school board presidents) determined the locations 
that were selected for the interviews. This location was natural and comfortable to the 
school board presidents and superintendents and made reference material and additional 
documents easily accessible. Appointments were set at a mutually agreed upon time 
between the participants and the researcher.  The meetings took place at a mutually 
agreed upon place in the participating district. 
Sampling: Purposeful Selection 
 The selection of the setting and the participants can have a significant impact on the 
results of research findings. The study utilized a purposeful sampling selection. The 
purpose of the study was to answer the previously posed research questions using data 
developed at a location and from participants that meet the aforementioned criterion. The 
importance of the selection process and the impact on results are emphasized in the 
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literature on qualitative research. Qualitative researchers must think purposively and 
conceptually about sampling (Miles and Huberman, 1994). 
 There are two basic types of sampling, probability and non-probability (Merriam, 
1998). Random sampling is the most familiar example of probability sampling and allows 
the investigator to generalize results of the study. The goal of qualitative research is not 
“generalizability but understanding conditions under which a finding appears and 
operates: how, where, when, and why it carries on as it does” (Miles and Huberman, 
1998, p. 204).  Non-probabilistic sampling methods are most appropriate for qualitative 
research. The most common form of these sampling methods is called purposive or 
purposeful sampling (Merriam, 1998). In purposeful sampling the investigator wants to 
“discover, understand and gain insight selected from that which most can be learned” 
(Merriam, 1998, p. 61). 
 Purposeful sampling was employed in the selection of the participants for this 
research. Finding the best case to study suggests the researcher should first select the 
criteria and “then select the case that meets those criteria” (Merriam, 1998 p. 65). The 
selection adhered to the case study design, which allowed purposeful selection of samples 
to acquire knowledge about a process or phenomenon (Merriam, 1998). As Patton (1990) 
stated, “the logic of and power of purposeful sampling lies in selecting information rich 
cases for in depth study” (p. 169). 
Data Collection 
 New forms of qualitative data continually emerge in the literature, but all forms can 
be grouped into four basic types of information: observations (ranging from 
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nonparticipant to participant), interviews (ranging from close ended to open ended), 
documents (ranging from private to public), and audiovisual materials (including 
materials such as photographs, compact disks, and videotapes) (Creswell, 2007). Of those 
listed, this study used three forms of data collection:  interviews, documents and artifacts. 
Each of these data collection activities is explained in what follows.  
Interviews 
 The interviews occurred at a time and in a place mutually agreed upon by the 
participants and the researcher. Each participant was interviewed twice, and scheduled 
for one hour each. During each interview participants were asked to respond to questions 
as listed below. Each interview was voice recorded; subsequently, a verbatim transcript 
was created from each recording.  Additionally, as needed, follow-up phone calls and 
emails were made to participants to seek further clarification and/or elaboration on 
responses. 
Interview Questions 
 During the first interview, the following questions were presented to the 
participants: 
1. Please describe the circumstances surrounding the time the search was 
undertaken that resulted in the selection of the current superintendent.  
What was the context in which the search process ensued? Do you feel 
this context impacted the search process, and if so, how? 
2. What procedures are currently used to evaluate the superintendent in 
your school district? 
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3. What process was used to develop the appraisal instrument currently 
used? 
 During the second interview, the following questions were asked of the 
participants: 
1.   Do you have any afterthoughts from our first visit, which you would 
like to offer at this time? 
2.   Are their any domains or areas you perceive to be more important than 
others in the evaluation of the superintendent? 
3.   Based on your experience with the use of the superintendent 
evaluation instrument, what is your perception regarding the instruments 
effectiveness to authentically assess and evaluate the superintendent’s 
performance? 
4.   Since its inception, are there areas or items that you wish had been 
included and/or highlighted in the superintendent’s evaluation instrument? 
Artifacts 
 Documents related to the research questions were collected during both site visits 
and analyzed. In most cases the actual evaluation instrument was given to the researcher 
in the first or second interview with the superintendent. Additionally, the other 
documents reviewed were the job descriptions of each superintendent, along with the 
contracts for each.  These documents were helpful in determining whether there was 
alignment with the expectations of the job and the evaluation of the superintendent. The 
copy of the actual evaluation forms assisted in the coding and analysis to confirm 
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information from the interviews. In addition, in District C the chief of staff shared a copy 
of the Board Monitoring System and the Beliefs and Visions that were used to set district 
priorities and monitor progress 
 These three forms of data increase research validity (discussed in detail in another 
section of this chapter) and provide the information needed for thorough analysis. 
Data Analysis 
 The data from this study was analyzed by “relying on theoretical propositions” 
(Yin, 2003, p. 111). This was accomplished by using an analytic strategy adapted from 
techniques offered by Bodgan and Bilken (1982). The literature offers insight to help 
create codes to begin analysis and allow for data to drive the generation of additional 
analysis structures. The researcher used a manual coding technique that required sections 
of interview transcripts and artifacts be sorted into code categories. Throughout this 
process the researcher made notes of reflections which helped with the coding process. 
The data was then sorted to identify similarities, differences, themes that may emerge, 
patterns, practices, and other relevant relationships (Bodgan & Bilken, 1982).   These 
relationships were discussed with peers and practitioners to encourage the researcher to 
confront personal values and guide additional thinking. These findings and discussions 
were the basis for the development of the emergent codes. Confirmation of initial 
interpretations, along with the emergent codes served as the basis for the questions to be 
used in the second round of interviews and the follow-up discussions and confirmation 
with participants. 
 Using the hand coding technique from round one, the start and emergent codes 
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were used to analyze and sort data from the second round of collection. Again, peer 
debriefing occurred during round two. The analysis of the codes generated the 
generalizations that helped recombine the data into discernable findings. The findings 
were examined against the backdrop of the theoretical framework, the literature, and peer 
input; and some conclusions about contributing to the understanding of the practices and 
procedures used by the school board presidents to evaluate the superintendents were 
developed (Bodgan & Bilken, 1982; Miles & Huberman, 1994). The data analysis of this 
study was based on the principles of qualitative research and applied the following 
procedures: 
1. Analysis occurs throughout the data collection.  
2. The analysis is systematic and thorough but flexible. 
3. Analysis provides accountability because it creates reflective process notes. 
4. The process begins with the body of data and then moves to create small units of 
meaning. 
5. The data process is inductive.  
6. The analytic process builds and refines categories, relationships, and patterns. 
7. The analytic codes are flexible and may be modified.  
8. The data analysis relies on participant corroboration. 
9. The results of the analysis are descriptive of ideas based on a synthesis of data 
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 Interpretation. (Mertens, 2005) 
Validity, Reliability and Triangulation 
 "Ensuring validity and reliability in qualitative research involves conducting the 
investigation in an ethical manner" (Merriam, 1998, p. 198). Qualitative researchers must 
strive to be as free from bias in structuring and conducting the interview, as well as 
maintaining objectivity in the reporting of data to the greatest extent possible. Validity 
refers to the degree to which the findings match reality—did the researcher actually 
measuring what he/she intended to measure, and reliability refers to the level of 
consistency between results and the data collected (Merriam, 1998). Yin contends that 
one test for reliability is "the extent to which other researchers would arrive at similar 
results if they studied the same case using exactly the same procedures as the first 
researcher" (as cited in Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007, p. 477).  Triangulation of the data is one 
strategy used to support validity and reliability in qualitative research. Triangulation 
refers to the use of multiple data sources—such as documents, interviews, observations, 
surveys --and/or multiple methods of acquiring data that enhance and support the 
confirmation of the findings (Merriam, 1998). "When triangulation made its way into 
qualitative research it carried its old meaning—verification of facts—but picked up 
another. It came to mean that many sources of data were better in a study than in a single 
source because multiple sources lead to a fuller understanding of the phenomena you 
were studying" (Bodgan & Biklen, 2003, p. 116). Triangulation in this study included 
comparing artifact reviews of the actual instrument, contract and job descriptions with 
interview responses, and by comparing data from the different school board presidents’ 
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perspectives, longevity of superintendent and longevity of the specific board presidents. 
These processes were practiced by at least three peers, e.g., committee members and 
educational researcher peers. "In qualitative research, interviewing is often the major 
source of the qualitative data needed for understanding the phenomenon under study" 
(Merriam, 1998, p. 91). Gall et al. (2007) define interview as "a form of data collection 
involving direct interaction between the researcher and the research participant, using 
oral questions by the interviewer and oral responses by the participants" (p. 643). A semi-
structured interview is one that is "guided by a list of questions or issues to be explored" 
(Merriam, 1998, p. 74). The semi-structured interview is characterized by open-ended 
questions and flexibility in the order of the questions, the wording of the questions and 
the use of probes to more fully obtain participants' perspectives. The semi-structured 
interview format "allows the researcher to respond to the situation at hand, to the 
emerging worldview of the respondent, and to new ideas on the topic" (Merriam, 1998 p. 
74).  As an interview is a two-way interaction between individuals, it is important to be 
cognizant of the fact that "both parties bring biases, predispositions, attitudes, and 
physical characteristics that color the interaction and the data elicited" (Merriam, 1998, p. 
87).  In qualitative research it is important for the interviewer to focus primarily on 
listening. To yield the most reliable and rich data, the interview questions should be 
open-ended, avoid yes-or-no responses, and avoid leading phraseology. Interviews enable 
researchers to "gather descriptive data in the subjects' own words so that the researcher 
can develop insights on how subjects interpret some piece of the world" (Bodgan & 
Biklen, 2003, p. 95). "Purposeful sampling is based on the assumption that the 
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investigator wants to discover, understand, and gain insight and therefore must select a 
sample from which the most can be learned" (Merrian, 1998, p. 61). 
 Integral to the data collection and analysis process is working to implement a 
design that meets the demands of validity. Efforts to ensure the validity of this study 
included prolonged engagement, peer debriefing, progressive subjectivity, member 
checks, triangulation of data (Mertens, 2005), and maintenance of a chain of evidence 
(Yin, 2003). A summary of how the research design meets the standards of credibility 
follows.  
Prolonged Engagement 
 This standard requires the researcher to remain in the field until he or she is 
confident that the data does not offer new, but repeated information (Mertens, 2005). This 
study accomplished this task by scheduling two one hour visits focused on interviews and 
other data collection activities, as well as follow-up phone calls and emails to 
participants. 
Peer Debriefing 
 Peer debriefing helped challenge the influence of the researcher’s personal beliefs 
and guide the data analysis (Mertens, 2005). Peer debriefing was done prior to and 
following the second round of site visits for the interviews.  
Progressive Subjectivity 
 Progressive subjectivity requires the researcher to document developing 
“constructions” (Mertens, 2005, p. 255) and to facilitate the maintenance of a subjective 
approach to the study and related data. The reflective journal was used to record 
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developing beliefs throughout the study. Contents of this journal were used during peer 
debriefing to help the researcher maintain an “open mind”. 
Member Checks 
 This process requires that the researcher verify participants’ formulations and ideas 
that will be discerned from the data (Mertens, 2005). The study design included member 
checks during the second round of participant interviews, as well as follow-up phone 
calls and emails to participants to seek further clarification or elaboration on responses. 
Transferability 
 
 “In qualitative research, the burden of transferability is on the reader to determine 
the degree of similarity between the study site and the receiving context” (Mertens, 2005, 
p. 256). This quote defines transferability and suggests ways that research design meets 
the rigor of transferability. Since the burden to determine transferability rests with 
readers, it is required that the researcher provide a “thick description” (Mertens, 2005, p. 
256) of the “time, place, context, and culture” (Mertens, p. 256) of the site to enable 
readers to make fully informed judgments. This study offered a “thick description” of the 
samples and their sites. 
Dependability 
 Just as a sound study design accounts for the burden of validity, it is incumbent on 
the researcher to use techniques that increase dependability. In qualitative research, 
dependability is achieved by tracking and making available the record of change during 
the study (Mertens, 2005). This may be accomplished by establishing a process that 
outlines each step of the study (Yin, 2003). In so doing, changes in researcher beliefs, 
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organizational codes, and other dynamics of the study may be tallied and examined in 
such a way to “attest to the quality and appropriateness of the inquiry process” (Mertens, 
p. 257). 
Confirmability 
 Qualitative researchers define confirmability to mean “the data and their 
interpretation are not figments of the researcher’s imagination” (Mertens, 2005, p. 257). 
Yin (2003) suggested that researchers accomplish confirmability with a chain of 
evidence. This calls for data to be collected, maintained, and referenced in a way that 
shows a clear line of connection between data and conclusions (Yin). The overall design 
of the study, reflective journal, and preservation of documents (i.e. field documents, 
transcripts, cut up and coded data, etc.) provided a chain of evidence that increased 
confirmability. 
Limitations and Delimitations of the Study 
The Participants 
 Delimitations of this study included those typical of qualitative research and case 
studies. The case study findings apply only to the three Texas public school district 
school board presidents that were studied. Limitations included the presumption that 
participants were forthright in their responses, and any findings may not be generalized to 
other school districts. The findings can, however, provide a basis for other research 
related to evaluation of the superintendent. Additionally, the number of participants was 
limited and the duration of the study was only an twelve month period.  
The Researcher 
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 This qualitative study was also limited by researcher bias, because the researcher is 
an aspiring superintendent. Although concerted efforts were made to limit researcher 
bias, it might cause some influence on data collection and interpretation. Additionally, 
being an aspiring superintendent and conducting a study involving the evaluation of 
practicing superintendents by interviewing school board presidents, the researcher might 
obtain biased responses from participants. The researcher attempted to maintain 
receptivity and availability to the input provided by those interviewed and make an effort 
to report the results of the study through the words of those interviewed. 
 A distinction of qualitative methods is that the researcher was the primary data 
collection tool; therefore, it is incumbent upon the researcher to detail “values, 
assumptions, beliefs, or biases” (Mertens, 2005, p. 247) and monitor how those beliefs 
advance throughout the study. What follows is a summary of the values and beliefs of 
this study’s researcher. 
 The researcher conducting this case study has been an educator for thirty-eight 
years. During that time, she served as an assistant superintendent, associate 
superintendent, high school principal, elementary school principal, staff development 
coordinator, project manager, educational consultant, and teacher. She has worked as an 
educational consultant and leadership coach while pursuing a doctorate in educational 
administration from the University of Texas. Her beliefs about the superintendency, 
leadership, and the school boards role in evaluating the superintendent have been 
significantly shaped by work experience and knowledge acquired from the University of 
Texas and many years as a district level administrator in a large urban district. 
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Timeline 
The study was be conducted according to the following timeline: 
 August 2011:  Doctoral Treatise Research Proposal Defense, university IRB 
process completed.  
 November 2011 – August 2012: Interviews conducted, data analysis 
commences. 
 August – October 2012:  Initial findings reviewed with committee chair and 
peer reviewers. 
 November 2012:  DRAFT of Treatise distributed to doctoral treatise 
committee for review and feedback. 
 December 2012:  Final Oral Defense of Doctoral Treatise. 
Summary 
 This chapter described the methodology used to study the criteria used and the 
process of superintendent evaluation in three public school districts in Region IV of 
Texas and their perceptions regarding the effectiveness of the current instrument used by 
them to evaluate their superintendent’s performance.  The study was guided by three 
research questions:  
1. What criteria does the school board use to assess the Superintendent’s performance 
in the areas prescribed by the Texas Education Code? 
2. What processes were utilized to develop the appraisal instrument employed by 
school boards? 
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     3. What are the perceptions of school board presidents regarding the effectiveness of 
the current instrument in measuring the performance of the superintendent? 
  A qualitative, case study research approach was used to provide the researcher with 
rich, in-depth, relevant data. The researcher conducted multiple interviews of three school 
board presidents and superintendents in public school districts in Texas. Additional data 
was gathered through documents, and a reflective journal. This chapter also described the 
methods of data collection, purposeful sampling and criteria for participants, and efforts 
to maximize trustworthiness of the study. The design of this research was intended to 
gather in-depth information from a purposeful sampling of superintendents and school 
board presidents, combined with data obtained through a document review, in order to 
study the phenomena of evaluation of practicing superintendents with the purpose to 
provide insight into practices currently used and inform practices in the future. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The purpose and design of this research sought to examine the current state of 
superintendent evaluation in three school districts in Education Service Center, Region 
IV of Texas. All of the districts selected had a student population that exceeded 25,000 
students in order to minimize the differences in demographics and student characteristics.  
A series of questions were developed, which served to guide the semi-structured 
interviews with the six participants that comprised the research sample group. There were 
three superintendents and the corresponding school board presidents. Each participant 
was interviewed on two separate occasions. The interviews were recorded and a verbatim 
transcription for each was developed, and used as the primary tool in the analysis phase 
of this study. 
 This chapter begins with a demographic summary of the school districts included 
in the research as well as some demographic information about each superintendent and 
board president. The present study would be called a “descriptive” (Merriam, 1998, p. 
38) case study because it aims to provide a picture of the practices utilized in evaluating 
the superintendent. This summary will help describe the setting in which the research was 
conducted and a summary of the participant characteristics. The demographic 
information is followed by the summary of findings as they relate to each of the research 
questions for the study. The following sections outline the findings from these 
methodological procedures. The findings are presented for each research question with 
supporting information provided from the data collected. 
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Description of districts and participants 
 An important step in the process of data collection is to find people or places to 
study and to gain access to and establish rapport with participants so that they will 
provide good data (Creswell, 2007).  Selection of participants for this study adhered to 
qualitative methodology in that it was purposeful and nonrandom (Patton, 1990) as to 
facilitate the case study design that focuses on a particular situation or event (Yin, 1994).  
 The researcher decided to purposefully select three school district superintendents 
and the corresponding school board presidents for this study.  Sampling criterion 
included: 
1.  The school district was located within Educational Service Center, Region IV 
area. 
2.  The superintendent had been in the district for at least three years to ensure that 
the board had been through the process with the same superintendent at least 
twice. 
3.  The school board president had been on the school board of the participant school 
district for at least three years. 
4.  The school districts selected had a student population of at least 25,000 students. 
Documentation of the qualifications of participants with respect to these criteria allowed 
the researcher to control at least some factors that may play a role in the outcome of the 
study. 
District A 
 District A had a student population of 63,900 during the 2011-2012 school year 
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with 70% of the population Hispanic, 26% African American, 2% Anglo, 1% 
Asian/Pacific Islander and less than 1 % Native American. There were 77 schools from 
Pre-K – Early College during the school year. 
  The superintendent in District A has served as superintendent since June of 2007. 
She is an Anglo female who has 35 years in the field of education with 30 of those years 
in District A.  She was named Superintendent of the Year for Region IV during the 2011 
school year.  She began her teaching career in 1977 where she was assigned to teach 
English at a junior high school in a mid sized Alabama school district. In 1981 she 
transferred to teach high school English in the same school district. She moved to the 
Houston area in 1982 and taught English at one of the middle schools in district A. In 
1987 she became the program director of middle school language arts in the district and 
was promoted to Director of Curriculum and Instruction in 1997. In 1998 she was named 
Executive Director of Curriculum and Instruction and in July of 2001 she was named 
Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction. She assumed the duties of 
Superintendent of Schools in June of 2007. 
 The corresponding board president in District A was elected to Position 3 seat in 
May of 2006.  Her family moved to District A when she was two months of age and they 
have been residents of the district ever since.  She is a Hispanic female and was a 
member of the second class to graduate from one of the neighborhood senior high 
schools.  After graduating from Sam Houston State University she began her educational 
career in District A and has served as a teacher, counselor, program director, assistant 
principal and principal. She returned to her alma mater to serve as principal for 11 years 
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before retiring from the district in 2005. She has also served as an educational consultant 
and student teaching supervisor at the University of Houston Downtown.   
 District A has been nominated for the Broad prize for the best Urban School 
District in the United States and was named to that prestigious honor in 2009. 
District B 
 District B is a growing suburban school district that encompasses 1,818 square 
miles in southeast Texas. It’s eastern boundaries stretch to Houston’s energy corridor 
approximately 16 miles west of downtown. In 2011-2012 student enrollment grew to 
more than 62,000 served by 53 schools including six four-year senior high schools. The 
demographic breakdown of enrollment in District B for 2011-2012 was 42% Anglo, 35% 
Hispanic, 10% African American and 11% Asian/Pacific Islander and .24% Native 
American.  District B is rated Recognized by the Texas Education Agency for the 2010-
2011 school year (District B website). 
 The Superintendent in District B has served as the superintendent in District B 
since 2007. He is an African American male that has worked in education for 29 years. 
Since he joined the school system, District B has grown from an academically acceptable 
district to a recognized district and has maintained that status over the last five years.  In 
2010 he led the district in a successful bond referendum that will add five new campuses 
to the rapidly growing district over the next three years. Prior to joining District B he 
served as the superintendent in a suburban Dallas school district. Even though his roots 
and most of his career have been in Texas he did serve as superintendent of schools in an 
urban district in Ohio from 2002-2005. He also served in another suburban Houston 
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school district in various capacities including assistant superintendent, area 
superintendent, and executive director of government relations from 1997-1999. He 
started his career in another suburb of Houston as a teacher and eventually became an 
assistant principal. He holds a B.S. in Elementary Education and a M.Ed. in Educational 
Administration. He was named superintendent of the year in Region IV in 2010 and was 
featured in the PBS documentary “Keepers of the Dream” in 1993. 
 The school board president in District B is an Anglo male that has served on the 
school board in this suburban district since 1989. Having held every position at least 
once, this is his 4
th
 time to serve as president of the school board in District B. He also 
serves as the director of the Gulf Coast Area Association of School Boards and has 
served on the Texas Association of School Boards (TASB) Board of Directors since 
2011. He spent 30 years in the oil and gas business working for service/drilling 
companies in New Orleans, Dallas, London and Cairo. Since 2005 he has owned his own 
window blind and painting companies renovating homes in the area. He holds a B.B.A in 
marketing from Texas A&M.  
District C  
 The final district to be included is the largest, enrolling more than 203,000 students 
and encompassing 301 square miles within the greater Houston area. It is the seventh 
largest public school system in the nation and the largest in Texas.  The student 
population in the district is composed of 62% Hispanic, 25% African American, 8% 
Anglo and 3% Asian and less than 1% Native American. These students are served in 279 
campuses from Early Childhood Centers to Early College High Schools. 
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 The superintendent in District C became the superintendent of schools in 
September of 2009. Before coming to District C he served as superintendent of another 
urban school district in southern California for 18 months. He also served as 
superintendent in the third largest district in North Carolina serving over 73,000 students 
in 124 schools for almost 8 years. He spent his childhood in a small tobacco-farming 
town in North Carolina.  He began his career as a teacher and a coach in North Carolina. 
He has led nine school districts in six states over the last 25 years. He holds a degree 
from East Carolina in biology and health and a master’s in school administration from the 
same institution. He earned his doctorate of education from Vanderbilt University. The 
North Carolina Association of School Administration named him state superintendent of 
the year in 2008. 
 The school board president in District C was elected to the school board in 2009.  
He has served as a long time volunteer with the district, having held leadership positions 
within the district for over 17 years. He served on the Bond Oversight Committee, the 
District V Leadership Team and the Parent Visionaries.  He received a Bachelor of 
Science degree in petroleum engineering from the University of Texas at Austin in 1981 
and is currently vice president of engineering for an energy company in Houston. His 
children attended school in the district and he served in the Parent Teacher organization 
(PTO) at several district schools.  He is a native Texan and a product of district schools, 
having attended elementary, middle and high school in the district. 
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Context 
 In order to gauge whether there was a relationship between the context in which the 
superintendent was hired and the evaluation process, participants were asked about the 
search process and the context in which the current superintendent was hired. 
 In District A the superintendent and board president concurred that the objective in 
the search when the current superintendent was hired was to “stay the course and adhere 
to the same goals” and to have stability and consistency. The district had performed well 
for the last several years and the board was concerned about continuing on the same path.  
To insure the stability and consistency the board posted the job internally and only 
current employees were allowed to apply. In the superintendent’s words:  
One of the things that is important here in District A is an understanding of the 
culture. That’s one of the reasons we don’t hire principals from outside and we 
don’t hire assistant superintendents from outside…  It’s just the culture in part and 
understanding the way we do things is a huge part of it. 
The board president went on to elaborate that they,  
wanted somebody with kind of the same philosophy as the previous 
superintendents. District A has been known for the longevity of their 
superintendents. We were looking for somebody long-term we are not a  
district that looks for somebody to deal with an issue and then move on. 
They agreed on the characteristics or qualities the board was looking for as well.  The 
superintendent said, 
It was that they wanted someone to continue the instructional leadership piece was 
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their primary concern. And then they wanted also, you know, somebody who could 
interact well with the community, interact well with the staff, and interact well with 
the board members obviously.  
The board president indicated that they were looking for stability and consistency: 
“Someone who is strong in curriculum and has background because I think credibility 
was important. If they’re going to lead people and changes were not in play.” 
 In District B the superintendent characterized the district as a “highly regarded 
district, highly rated, with great leadership”.  The former superintendent had served the 
district for 12 years and the community had continued to grow and change 
demographically but in his words,  
They had a desire to maintain high standards and high performance were non-
negotiable. So the big issue they were looking for, as I understood it, is someone 
would come in, evaluate what we were doing, maintain what’s working, but also 
talk about what’s the next level. And so much of that next level we realized, is not 
so much about test scores, it’s more about just the quality of experiences depth of 
experiences that were provided to our students and all that. Someone who would 
come in, and again, respect the community, and also know how to push.  
The board president agreed that District B is, 
a very progressive district. We are a district with changing demographics quite a 
bit, also, we were looking for someone who was a high achiever. We were looking 
for one strong in curriculum, a person that was a good communicator with people. 
We were looking for someone that had a business sense about them and someone 
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who could work well with the board. 
 Since the district was going through growth and demographic changes connecting 
the community seemed to be important to both. The board president mentioned,  
I think that really understanding our customers, which is our students, and being 
able to have the right people on the bus and in the right seats. We wanted someone 
to come in and make changes, and we knew we needed to do some shuffling and 
give him free reign to do that. 
 The superintendent indicated that they were a fast growing community with a lot of 
younger families moving in at the time. He was concerned about connectivity, 
How do you maintain any kind of commitment to an identity when folks are coming 
from all over the world, literally? So the idea of how we engage folks, and 
unfortunately, that was starting at a time when most of the country was starting to 
disengage from one another.  He went on to explain, they support their school, but 
they don’t understand the important of the district as a whole, they don’t understand 
governance at all. 
 In District C the current board president was elected right after the current 
superintendent was selected but he was an active parent and community member. Most of 
the description of the context of this district comes from the Chief of Staff that served the 
former and the current superintendent.  According to both, they were looking for 
someone who would take action on some big ideas that had already bubbled up from the 
community, including reducing the dropout rate and increasing graduation rates as well 
as focusing on teacher effectiveness.  In addition they both mentioned rigorous 
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curriculum and moving the district to the next level.  The Chief of Staff alluded to it as:  
I don’t know that we defined what the next level was, in fact, that was an 
interesting debate, not debate, but a conversation with and amongst board members 
and even staff. Do you have your vision in place to then decide who comes in and 
fits it or do you wait and get somebody to the new next level? 
 They eventually went back to the Beliefs and Visions document that was developed 
in the district in the early 90’s because it mentioned human capital, it addressed rigorous 
standards, addressed decentralization and accountability. The Chief of Staff said they 
were looking for someone to “take action and move forward in terms of reform.” Once 
the superintendent was hired they began a six-month strategic planning process that 
involved the new superintendent and the community. The board president characterized 
this process as not changing what had been laid out in beliefs and visions but “puts into 
solid action of what you are going to do”. 
Research Question 1 and 2 
Each participant was interviewed on more than one occasion. The interviews were 
transcribed and analyzed to provide the information in this chapter. The responses have 
been coupled together for the first two questions since the participants addressed the 
practices they used to evaluate the superintendent, the criteria, and the process used to 
develop/modify the instrument concurrently. 1) What criteria does the school board use 
to assess the Superintendent’s performance in the areas prescribed by the Texas 
Education Code and 2) What processes were utilized to develop the appraisal of the 
superintendent? To collect data regarding these questions the first interview question 
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asked participants to identify current practices.  The second interview question asked 
about any modifications they made to the system. During the second interview 
participants reflected and added any other thoughts and shared areas they thought were 
the most important areas in the instrument used to evaluate the superintendent. Most 
include the domains prescribed in statute but District A and C go much further and have a 
measure that is quantitative and based on particular data points. District B relies on policy 
statements aligned to the statute and identifies whether they meet or do not meet, or meet 
with exceptions.  Below are the comments and information gathered from the interviews 
with participants. 
 In District A the measure used has been collaboratively developed and modified 
over time. The superintendent explained that they started with a measure that was used by 
two former superintendents and was modeled after the criteria in the total quality 
management approach used in the Baldrige Award. The superintendent elaborated: “we 
wound up doing scorecards for our evaluations, so we used data. The former 
superintendent had a scorecard based primarily on the district’s scorecard and really 
that’s not far from that now.” They both mentioned that it has evolved from there over 
the last few years. The superintendent and the board president both alluded to the fact that 
the criteria used has been modified from the current requirements in statute to reflect the 
strategic plan and goals of the district. The superintendent did allude to some changes 
that were made based on attending a summer leadership conference at the Texas 
Association of School Boards (TASB) summer meeting:  
Pflugerville was showing their superintendent’s evaluation and so it has, the goals 
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and targets, and the results and the scores, but what it has some performance 
statements in it. The superintendent will do this, and they’re, it’s broken into 
different categories a little bit differently than the regular score card. But it is still 
based very much on “did you meet theses goals?” it’s not fluff. It’s funny I have 
had a lot of people really concerned when we moved to these kinds of 
evaluations.  Because you know, when you had the exceeds, meets expectations, 
you know blah, blah, blah, then there was a lot of fluff in there and there was a lot 
of, Oh, this person does a wonderful job! And so, then when we moved to the 
performance statements, you say, that you want 100% of your schools meeting 
AYP. Well then 100% of my schools didn’t make AYP, so I don’t get a 5, and I 
think we actually flipped it and said the best is a 1. You don’t get the top rating 
because you literally show the number of schools and you’re not there. Now if 
you’re making progress towards the goal you get the next best one, but then you 
go back and look at statements that you want to make. Because I tell the board 
members, as kind of a joke, “Well, you all, if you don’t mind putting in some 
comments, if you think I’ve done a good job and things”. I usually mark myself 
low, I am very honest. 
The board president described the process and the development of the criteria to be used 
very similarly, 
Well, we begin talking about it, the evaluation, because it’s very closely 
connected to our district report card. All of the measures that we use to evaluate 
the superintendent are measures that we look at and the report card instrument 
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that measures the progress of our district and we do that on a quarterly basis. So, 
we’re constantly looking at that because our superintendent and other cabinet 
members submit the quarterly reports and we can tell pretty much where we are 
on those indicators.  We begin talking about the evaluation probably as far as 
specific things, maybe two months prior to the evaluation themselves, looking at 
parts of it. We each take the instrument, each board member takes the instrument, 
makes notations on it, then we come together and discuss the instrument. It may 
take us two or three meetings because we may spend more time on one part than 
another. There are generally four major parts to it, each in relation to an area that 
we have set as a goal, academics, parental involvement, community and parental 
involvement, finance and, I can’t remember the other one. I don’t know if it’s 
programs or, I don’t know, there are two of them that are pretty close together. 
And so we begin looking at the quarterly reports and where they are in those 
areas. The superintendent sits with us, because we may have some questions, she 
may have some information. And as we’re going through it, we have a very, very 
good relationship, I think, with the superintendent, and there are times when she 
tells us,  “I don’t think I’ve reached that goal”. 
The superintendent went on to elaborate about how the rating scale of 1-5 doesn’t 
always indicate the level of performance that has been accomplished.  Many times when 
the board gets together it ends up doing an average in some cases. If there are not 
comments or anecdotal records kept then later when others view the evaluation, they may 
wonder why this superintendent still has a job when the indicators or ratings are just at 
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the meet expectations level. The comments given after the collaborative discussion 
between board and superintendent help clarify what the current status is and what action 
steps need to be taken to move performance forward. Data is accumulated for each 
criteria area and is shared regularly as described here: 
But of course, they see the data throughout the year; it’s not just on my 
evaluation. So, they know what we’re constantly working on, and they know that 
it’s in process. So one of the things that I’ve been doing, instead of waiting until 
the end of the year and putting the data on, I’ve been trying to, every time we get 
a report that is on my evaluation, then we go ahead, and I’ll do it once a quarter. 
We go ahead and add that data to my evaluation and then I give the board a copy 
of it and say, “Remember we showed you the college board data last month?” So 
here’s where it’s going to fall on my evaluation and you can see that, although we 
made some improvements in numbers of kids being tested, and numbers of threes, 
fours, and fives, we still haven’t made our scores”, and that kind of thing.  So they 
actually don’t just see the data at the very end of the year. 
The board president went on to connect the process more closely to the district 
report card, showing that the process for evaluating the superintendent is really tied to 
specific criteria and performance statements rather than just rating on a domain that does 
not have specific descriptors.  The board and the superintendent sit and discuss each 
criteria indicator and score the measure based on the progress they have made as a 
district. The board president describes the process as a collaboration. 
And so we begin looking at the quarterly reports and where they are in those areas 
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superintendent sits with us, because we may have some questions, she may have 
some information. And as we’re going through it, we have a very, very good 
relationship, I think, with the superintendent, and there are times when she tells us,  
“I don’t think I’ve reached that goal”.  
The superintendent continued to discuss the way the data is displayed in the 
evaluation, which makes it easier for the board to gauge whether progress has been made 
on specific indicators. They decided a few years ago to display the previous school year 
data up against the current year so that on each performance indicator the board could see 
exactly what the comparison is from year to year. The superintendent characterizes it as 
follows: 
 So, if we say that our goal, our target completion rate was, four year completion 
rate, was 75%, then I’ll put, this year’s was 71.6% and last year was 70%, so they 
can see that we did make some progress, but we clearly didn’t make the 75%. So 
we try to put as much of that data side by side as we can so that they have that. I 
know I’m sort of rambling around, but the way this goes through, but when you 
want to make a comment, say that person is outstanding in something, then you 
look at this and you really can’t make a comment that they’re outstanding unless 
they’ve got the highest mark. And that’s what I deal with when I do the cabinet, but 
that’s the way I think they deal with when they do mine. So, if you’re going to say 
I’m an outstanding superintendent, well where does that data show that? And 
maybe it’s in my response to the constituents on their behalf, or maybe it’s 
following up on information, or it is on the math scores, the middle school, but 
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when you make those statements just saying, “Oh, she’s a wonderful person, she’s 
just added so much to the department”, you really need to be more specific. 
 This system has evolved in District A over time and is revised as issues arise and 
changes in the district performance report card are made.  Adherence to the strict rating 
based on performance is evidenced in the following discussion by the District A  
superintendent: 
 And see, a lot of times, they would want to give me a higher rating, but basically we 
said we were going to do 90%, so I gave myself a 3, which was meet the goal. And 
some of them would want to give me a 4 or a 5 and I’d say, that really doesn’t 
warrant a 4 or a 5. But if we say we’re going to do 90% and we do 97%, then you 
can give me a 4 or a 5. At least that’s the way I…   And it’s interesting because 
overall most of the board members would say, “I had that higher”, or “I had that…” 
But then there are a couple of board members that were more business oriented and 
they really had a better, not a better perspective, a different perspective. One of the 
board members said, and I wasn’t at all offended, “If we give her a 5 in every one 
of these things, then that means there’s absolutely no room for improvement.” And 
he goes, “I think it’s only fair that we are all talking about improving.” And that’s 
really my perspective too. So then what I tell them is, “If you want to, would you 
please go back and add some comments that might show that you’re pleased with 
my performance”, because some of the data doesn’t look so great. So that’s kind of, 
it’s got performance statements, it’s got goals, and then it’s broken into different 
sections.  
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The superintendent mentioned that sometimes the amount of data points and the 
tracking is overwhelming. They have most recently gone back to look at what really 
stands out and should truly be on her evaluation and what areas does her daily 
performance really impact. She elaborates below: 
Cut back a little bit on the number of data points. And I will have to say, I am very 
pleased with it, I feel it’s very fair, I had a part in developing it and I want to say it 
all started when, I know that I said in a session from Pflugerville, and I think it was 
a summer leadership conference in San Antonio, where we saw this. About that 
time we were working on new board policies, we were doing the reform governance 
in action and all that stuff, so we came back and did my evaluation. So I had a large 
part in the conversation. And then, but it wound up, another board member had 
been to the session, maybe two of them, we’d all, were in the same session, so when 
we came back and showed them what it looked like, everybody was very positive 
and thought it was a good way to do things. 
 
The board president also indicated that some of the modifications came from the   
involvement with Reform Governance in Action Program (CRSS, 2012) during the 
2007 through 2009 school year. Most of the board members in District A have been on  
the board since the superintendent was hired. This stability and training has helped them 
work together towards common goals. In addition, the two deputy superintendents that 
are still working in the district also participated with the board and superintendent in this 
training. The last new board member was elected five years ago. Next steps seem 
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to be to take a look at the current instrument and criteria and see which data points should 
be weighted more. The superintendent expresses it, 
 Yes, and that’s how you kind of get an average of all the indicators. That’s why I 
said, we probably need to discuss that next, does something need to be weighted 
differently because right now it’s not and everything is aligned to the district 
improvement plan, the district score card. But one of the things that we did do is 
we took off, some of that stuff, the former superintendent’s and my beginning 
one, I had every single data point that was on the district score card and that’s just 
too much.  
 Another interesting point brought up by the superintendent in District A was the 
fact that you could divide up the instrument by domains and have a ranking for each area. 
She went on to explain, 
 And one of the things that I tossed around in my mind is the idea too, that you 
could have different, could be, instead of having an overall 1 ranking, who’s to 
say we couldn’t have a financial ranking, an instructional ranking, because, you 
know, we’re one of the few districts that didn’t let probationary teachers go last 
year. And so really, I’d feel like I deserved a higher ranking in that. And then, not 
necessarily because we didn’t meet all of our instructional goals, then certainly 
we’d want to consider that. So, that’s probably going to be our next round of 
discussion, if that’s what the board wants to do. 
 
         In District B both the board president and superintendent described their struggles 
with the process of superintendent evaluation. The superintendent describes the process, 
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Well, it has not been the same from year to year. What I have realized is most 
school districts struggle with how do you evaluate a superintendent. How do you 
evaluate a chief executive officer, when there are so many constituencies to look 
at, state, federal, local. It’s been a challenge. How do you do it in a quantitative 
manner? It’s what a lot of folks want to push for, in a qualitative environment. 
Many have checklists; they may have a numbering system, but it all pales. And 
then when you look at District B, if it’s by student performance, we’re there. If 
it’s about fiscal management, we’re there. In most of the areas that you will look 
at, we’re performing at and above most of our peers, so what is it? What we 
finally settled on this year is something I really stole from a small district in 
Washington State. It’s getting the board away from a generic evaluation and go to 
their own policies. 
 These struggles were echoed by the board president in District B, who has served 
on the school board for over 20 years, and has worked with several superintendents. 
I think all school boards struggle with evaluations, on superintendent evaluations 
because they’re ideally, the state of Texas outlines what a superintendents 
responsibilities and job description is through the policy and then like you said in 
your opening remarks, you can take that and change that, or add to it or take 
away, not take away, but add to it what you want to do. I must admit that we’ve 
struggled with it like everyone else to set goals because there’s always a question, 
are these superintendent goals or are these district goals? And then it gets mixed 
up because you get involved with board goals as well, but I think the district goals 
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and the superintendent goals are one and the same pretty much. So in the past, 
what we’ve done is to do that. We’ve been lax in that and we’ve not set the goals 
as I thought we should and we’ve basically gone back to the requirements, what 
TEA says we have to evaluate him on and that’s what we evaluate him on right 
now. So, we just take those areas of curriculum, business, management and all 
that and that’s what we’ve done and the basically, we went to, this year, I went to 
TASB and got some forms and ideas and basically modified it.  
 The superintendent reported that they looked at the board policies that talk about 
superintendent duties and the contract and decide to set up a system that says either he 
does it or he doesn’t do it. They decided to use the criteria prescribed by statute and 
include that in the policy for the evaluation of the superintendent. He admits the system is 
not for everybody but he didn’t care to have a performance bonus or anything like that in 
his contract so a simple system made sense for him.  
And so, we settled in on looking at just, we just literally took board policy, I think 
it’s BDA, local, and just said, and I’ll provide the documentation, some of it’s 
quantitative, some of it’s qualitative. Am I in compliance with this area or not? 
And then, it’s either in compliance, yes or no. Or in compliance with these 
annotations, so if there’s anything that they want to get better at, it’s put there, or 
not in compliance for these reasons. It’s not really rocket science, you’re either 
doing the job, or you’re not doing the job.  It simplifies it, makes it, there’s still 
some subjectivity into it, but it’s not totally subjective anymore.  And everything 
is in progress. The job of superintendent is not a destination, it’s direction, it’s 
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direction. And I think many evaluation systems try to target in goal setting, a 
destination, versus asking about the direction.  
 The board president in District B went on to explain they moved to a form where 
either the superintendent met expectations, or he met expectations with exceptions, or he 
did not meet expectations. He explained his concerns about using a rating system, 
Well, we hate numbers because you get into averaging numbers, and it just 
doesn’t make sense. I don’t like that. It’s not exact science. What we do, is we do 
give opportunity for board members to give feedback on things and you have to 
be careful with that because generally, the feedback you get is the last, either 
positive or negative thing that the superintendent has done and so it’s kind of 
skewed, you know.  
 The board president went on to give some insight about the process and how the 
makeup of the board and the election cycle date complicates the situation, 
 And so, it’s very difficult to do that. But sometimes you have boards or board 
members that are very good at that and looking at the bigger picture about things. 
I think that superintendents are very sensitive about evaluations because they 
know that it’s a make or break for them. But, you know, it should be a work in 
progress. I’ve had good evaluations in jobs and bad evaluations, and a lot of that 
has to do with the evaluator, you know. But what we do, is that they do all these 
evaluations and they give them to me and the other thing too, is I don’t like the 
way it’s set up because if you have new board members that come on and then 
you evaluate the superintendent in June, well, what do they know? 
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He explains a little more about how the May election cycle and the June evaluation 
date of the superintendent does not always allow for an objective evaluation. 
Yeah, so an example of this is that we had three new board members come on in 
May. Well seven-member board, now you’ve got three out of four that they really, 
they may have their own impression about things, on the outside looking in, but 
they don’t have any idea. And two of them, I will give credit, two of the three 
basically said, “I can’t rate the superintendent based on this.” And one of them was 
just, he was just off the chart on things and it was a personal, it’s a personal agenda 
on his part and I disregarded what he said because it had no impact on the 
evaluation. 
The board president detailed how he collects the feedback from the seven-member 
board and how he compiles the information to give the feedback to the superintendent on 
his performance.  
Well, and I consolidated all of that, and basically that’s the reason I went to, either 
meets expectations, meets expectation with comments, with exceptions, or doesn’t 
meet with these reasons. I got input on all that, and I basically wrote those up, took 
pieces from all of them. I mean, I didn’t sugar coat it, but there were some things in 
there that were not relevant and then wrote them up and gave them to the 
superintendent.  As feedback. but, I also gave them all feedback, is that the majority 
of the people on the board said he met his expectations. I think it would be foolish 
for you to just say you met expectations and not comment. You need to comment. 
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The superintendent discussed in a follow up about the timing of the evaluation and 
whether there was some sort of formative measure or if it was an annual event. 
What we’re trying to work toward is because right now, it is more of a 
summative. But, what we’re trying to work toward, and we’re really behind a lot 
of places on this one, because we don’t really have a comprehensive strategic 
plan. A desired direction, but not really a real plan. When you have a real plan 
then you can create check points along the way to refer back to, to make certain 
that you’re on track. My experiences allow me to do that, but we don’t have an 
organizational district-wide approach. Exactly, so we’re not where we need to be 
in terms of can you do checkpoints along the way and be somewhat formative. 
 The board president mentioned that they do one summative evaluation in June 
each year, but that they also have a conversation mid-year which he referred to as “just sit 
down and chat about things”. The superintendent went on to explain the fact that the 
evaluation process has been different every year and that they have modified over time 
what has been in place an how they arrived at the current instrument. 
Well, the board and working with a consultant from TASB actually. Who 
confirmed, summative evaluation is very tough all across the state of Texas. I’m a 
former school board member, I used to evaluate superintendents also, it’s not 
easy, because the job is so huge, how can you, you know, put it on a little, you 
know, three, or four, or five page form and it really felt comprehensive, from a 
quantitative standpoint. You really can’t, and when you talk about setting, we’ll 
either have academic improvement. Well, when you’re in the 90 plus percentages 
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and you have a growing population of students from all over the place, getting 
above that is kind of difficult.  
 The work with the consultant from TASB brought them to look at what were the 
critical criteria and indicators they needed to include in the evaluation and what their 
goals as a team board and superintendent really were for the district. The superintendent 
elaborates on this process. 
Exactly, and so the consultant pointed out is that “you guys don’t need to be 
talking about how to improve test scores, what else do you want to talk about.” 
Well, it boiled down to where the board was saying, “We need something.” So I 
was asked to do a little research and come up with some things for them to look 
at. I found this article and I think it was AASA magazine that directed me to a 
small district in Washington State, a five member school board, they realized 
through the John Carver model, that we have to stick to policy. We had developed 
these big, thick booklets of policy with TASB, and we never look at it. It tells you 
what you need, what you should be working toward there in your policy, so let’s 
tie the evaluation to that. So if I’m in compliance with policy and policy is correct 
and adequate, we’re going to be all right. So it becomes more of a direction than a 
final destination than some arbitrary point in time.  
 The superintendent further explained the way they address the criteria required by 
state statute and the process they went through to tie that to their policy. 
Such as instruction, management, financials and what not. And there are policy 
statements in there, statements within that policy that, you know, kind of give you 
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some direction and directive, so to speak, and if you’re in compliance with that, 
and it’s up to me to prove it, but we’re looking at more holistically versus each 
little line. 
 The superintendent went on to reflect on the use of the new process after just one 
year. He also alluded to the fact that the timing of the instrument sometimes affects how 
certain board members measure performance on the criteria based on incidents that 
occurred more recently. 
This was our first year of using it and so right now, it’s just everything is equal, 
you know. I think I’ll almost be compliant in every area, you know. But it also 
takes away the episode factor. Because, usually by the time you do an evaluation, 
an episode happens or something will happen throughout the year and this is all 
that trustee may have locked in on. Now it doesn’t, overall organization has 
nothing to do with it, but it’s an episode that they remember, something happened, 
one thing happened.   But how about the other million? Why just one, and then 
you ask yourself, is that one thing, is it really out of, is it an issue with your 
mission? Or is it just an irritation? Is it mission focused or irritation? And most of 
them are irritations. And it may not have anything to do with the superintendent.  
 The superintendent went on to discuss how the evaluation of the superintendent is 
sometimes issue driven based on the challenges they may be facing as a district during a 
particular year. 
And on an annual basis, they have the opportunity to say you know, we want you 
to focus more, let’s negotiate. You can never leave everything alone; you really 
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can’t leave anything alone. There’s some you may want to spend more time on, 
and right now I spend more time on the budget, on financial side of things, 
because that’s our biggest challenge.  And yet we’ve submitted, two years in a 
row, for the first time a budget that does not require a fund balance and a budget 
that has actually added to the fund balance. And to me that’s worth something. 
 The board president described the connection between discussing contract 
extension and evaluation of the superintendent, which in this case does not happen at the 
same time of year. The evaluation happens in District B in June and the discussion of 
contract extension begins in February and March. 
I stuck to the main things that the TEA had. Like I said, we didn’t have a goal set 
in place because the previous president never did it and so I picked up the pieces 
and they were late doing the evaluation. As you know, doing evaluations and 
extending contracts and giving raises is extremely political. So we went through 
that last February and March and it was a terrible time to do it because we also 
were faced with the legislature and the stunt they pulled, whenever they decided 
not to pay our, and we had to go through and cut teachers in-between him getting 
a raise and an extension of his contract and teachers losing their jobs. Well, that’s 
the reason you have three new board members. In May, we’re a May election. I 
think it’s better served for you to, if you had an election in December or 
November it would be better served for you as far as superintendent evaluations, 
as opposed to May. At least if you did it in November, they would have six 
months. 
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The board president reflected on his school board experience of twenty-three years 
and augmented his description regarding the political nature of the school board and how 
that has evolved over time in his community. He also alluded to the fact that recent 
national events have begun to influence the local school board. 
It’s not as much fun. When I first got on the board, we had some difficulties with 
individuals then, for the first five or six years, and then it just kind of, it was rocky 
and then it kind of leveled off and we had a good board. But I think you have to be 
careful of that because we have a good board, you become complacent and you 
become too much of .  Well, you become pals, you know, and it becomes more and 
more difficult for you to have a hard conversation with the superintendent. I mean, 
we’ve never, in my tenure, I’ve never had to fire a superintendent. I’ve had 
superintendents wanting me to fire them, but just because they couldn’t get along, I 
mean, just a difficult time. The whole political situation, and it starts from the 
national level has transcended down to our local community and you have people 
who are trying to make issues and make it part of some deal here.  
 He went on to describe how the political situations have caused conflict on the 
board and have filtered in to the discussion on the evaluation of the superintendent. 
It’s just I get very angry because two of the three that are elected right now, they’re 
not focused on education of kids. They’ll tell you they are, but they’re not focused. 
They’re focused more on policy and trying to discredit and embarrass the 
superintendent, other board members, and administration. Well, they’re the kind of 
people that, these two of the three, have total disregard for policy in terms of, you 
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know, board president is the one that speaks on behalf of the board to the press. 
And they’re airing out their views, both these guys are tea party people, well, all 
three of them are, but one of them is, at least, he understands and he’s not bad, 
matter of fact, we’re very good friends. 
In District C the evaluation system has been in place for several years. Even though 
both the superintendent and the board president have served over three years. It was 
suggested that I additionally interview the chief of staff who is the board liaison and has 
served under the last two superintendents. She is responsible for compiling all of the 
reports the superintendent submits as evidence for the evaluation. Therefore, some of the 
comments and information gathered about the criteria used, the process currently used, 
and modifications that have been made were gathered from the chief of staff. 
The perceptions of the superintendent are included in subsequent research question 
responses.  The system used to evaluate the superintendent in District C was developed as 
part of what they refer to as the Board Monitoring System. This system defines the way 
that the board will monitor district progress towards their goals.  The chief of staff 
described the process, 
So we have what is referred to as the board monitoring system. It’s pretty 
extensive. There’s a policy that is the board monitoring system and the policy is 
what reports the administration has to fulfill to the board. So, the board 
monitoring has 80 reports, right? So this is the board monitoring it’s part of 
policy, so it’s an approved document, so of course, administration has to follow it. 
The board then created to align with the board monitor to align the 
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superintendent’s performance, created this matrix sort of, to measure the 
superintendent on his performance as an annual appraisal. So this is what’s now 
used and it’s extensive. And this, the board monitoring was based on the original 
six goals of the board, which did not get adjusted or changed during the new 
strategic direction. 
The district’s Board Monitoring System includes six goals defined as student 
achievement, safety, effective and efficient processes, engagement of staff, confidence of 
the community and the staff, and positive district culture. At some point human capital 
was added. These are the same goals that were in place under the former superintendent. 
These overarching areas while they align with the district goals, are somewhat modified 
from the criteria prescribed in statute. The current goal of the modification process the 
board is currently undertaking is to align the board/district goals with the evaluation of 
the superintendent. The chief of staff describes this process. 
I usually go through and look at the scoring before the board even gets it. And the  
process is every department that has a piece of this and there’s multiple 
departments, gives me their piece and we kind of put it together, kind of make 
sure everything’s there, and then I go through and look at the measures. Part of it 
is when you have, you know the old saying, if you measure ten things, you’re 
measuring nothing? Is how do you know the direction we’re going in and what 
decisions do we make as a result of all this data? And it’s been a challenge, even 
from the administration perspective, all these reports get done and they’re done 
throughout the year, so it’s not just one event. 
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The board president describes the process as collecting an assortment of different  
measures that are compiled in November and December to track the progress of the 
district and these are subsequently utilized in the evaluation of the superintendent. He 
describes the current process, 
There’s various topics from personnel, human capital, development to, are the 
kids college ready? Are they, you know, various facets, and then there’s reports 
where, PSAT scores, how did you do? SAT scores, how did you do? So you can 
compare. Track the changes. And, to me, PSAT report from as a sophomore or 
take the PSAT from a junior level, by that time you had enough background that 
you should be able to score okay. And if you look at that over the last ten years, 
it’s kind of been, the whole gist, is why is our reading scores go down, what are 
we going to do? And then we have schools that are unacceptable, and what are 
their plans to turn that around. So there’s an assortment of reports that occur 
during the year. We compile into November, December and look at it all. The 
staff basically puts it on and says, “Okay, we said there should be 5% growth and 
test scores of whatever, and did they meet it or not?” And so those kind of, that’s 
kind of what we go through.  
The chief of staff mentioned that after the new superintendent was hired in 2009 
they went through a strategic planning process.   During that time they came back to look 
at some of the metrics used in both the Board Monitoring System and the evaluation. 
They now feel that there are too many indicators under each criteria area and they are 
recommending some modifications. They have a challenge in trying to align the 
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evaluation, the board monitoring system and the superintendent’s bonus.  According to 
the chief of staff, 
It’s another piece, which has different measures, and then we have the board 
monitoring and their not aligned.  So then we were proposing a major change, 
which we had outlined in, you know, this is, now we have this report that goes 
with this strategic plan, right? So we created metrics in the strategic plan, so 
we’ve added to our nightmare, just now that without changing policy. Right? So 
what we’re functioning under right now is informal even though we  publish and 
report it.  So, we put this together as an outline, and then this is what we’re trying 
to accomplish. So the board had talked about improved performance, alignment, 
you know, corrections, which I don’t think we do a good job of, consistency, 
which we clearly don’t’ have right now. We want to know the true performance, 
right? Which is a question of, if you keep changing your metrics, what do you 
truly measure. 
The chief of staff shared both the document used to evaluate the superintendent and 
the report compilation that is the supporting documentation.  The team, superintendent, 
chief of staff and board president all appeared to be dissatisfied with the current system. 
The chief of staff described it as an “ever evolving process”.  The board president 
described the challenge in trying to put an evaluation system together.  
That year, but I mean, we were putting together this instrument that we’d never 
asked. And okay, you had a superintendent who came in and half the questions 
were, “Well, that’s not.”  Those things were already in place before I was here, so 
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you can’t count me as for, or against that. Try to determine what are the cause and 
effects of what this superintendent did, get to narrow down the focus and that’s 
what we need to relook at because there’s a lot of things he really didn’t have any 
say over, and you know, but you can’t really judge on how things go. Right, and 
our question is, do we have too many goals, 70 something, what’s realistic? And 
that’s a philosophical thing that the board needs to come, get their heads around. 
But that was the first thing as president, I said I want the evaluation, the 
superintendent’s evaluation redone, we need to rethink it. When you see it, you’ll 
get it. 
The board president described the current system as cumbersome and 
overwhelming. He indicated that there were too many questions and a “lot of them are 
useless”. He went on to elaborate on the process as being somewhat subjective based on 
the rating that the board members currently use. He says: 
There’re questions, does the superintendent communicate well? Well, some 
people said that if you send me five emails, that’s too much, some people said I 
need an email every hour on the hour. It’s funny because when you see the 
comments page, some people said, “he doesn’t do it enough” and others said, 
“Yeah, he does it a lot.” And I don’t know, maybe he does specific people he does 
and some people he doesn’t, I don’t know.  
One of the unique things about the process in District C is that the board members 
get the evaluation form and they rate it individually and then it is given to the school 
district attorney who compiles it. The board president describes it, 
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 Right. He compiles it, we don’t even hold, we turn it in and we don’t get to peek 
at the compiled numbers or anything because it’s just tabulated.  Then we all talk 
to the superintendent, we all fill it out, we submit it to him, he compiles it all, then 
we sit down with the superintendent and go through question by question, and 
comments that we made and why. And that’s in closed session. 
 In District C the issue of weighting certain criteria items emerged as it did in  
District A and in District B in the conversation with the superintendent. The chief of staff 
talked about how the board has been discussing the issue that at the present time every 
indicator counts the same. She describes how during the tenure of the former 
superintendent when this system was developed the board decided that “instead of a 
wishy washy appraisal instrument form for the superintendent they wanted to have a 
metric driven data system”. Unfortunately over time instead of condensing and narrowing 
the focus for measuring performance on the criteria they have added indicators under 
each criteria area. She discusses that and the weighting issue.  
If the data’s available throw it in. Now what they’re seeing, I think you know, 
good conversations are being had around it is the issue of it’s so much, even the 
scoring unfortunately has not adapted to the fact that you’ve got 10 indicators. 
How do you score this, if and the other pieces, they’re all weighted equally so, 
student achievement has about 50 something indicators and yet a score there is 
equal to engaging the community, which only has two indicators. That’s not 
exact, but. So there was no, I think in the satisfaction at the time, it was a 
phenomenal. Now with everything we know about weighting, giving different 
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weights to things also knowing if the intent is to say, are we driving? The board 
has had some serious discussion over the last several months about revising the 
system completely.  
The chief of staff talks about how they are working with a professor at Rice 
University to develop a position statement and then aligning the evaluation with their 
position statement. 
So where we are now and I don’t, the board president just participated in this and 
you probably met with him, we haven’t laid out all of it, but we are working with 
a professor at Rice on a position statement. And our hope and our intent, our plan 
is that with his support of defining our position, determining the metrics to 
determine our position, he says no more than three positions, right, of who you 
are, then you do your budget. And our intent is that we would take, and the board 
has been involved with us and senior staff, the positioning statements, the metrics 
and then of course the budget and then we would  cascade into the beliefs and 
visions, into the board monitoring, into the superintendents appraisal, into the 
chief school officer evaluation. 
The Board president in District C mentioned that the last modifications were 
made two years ago. They felt then that they needed to measure performance based on 
data and the indicators of student performance. Some of the items have been updated to 
focus on key areas that the district wants to measure as part of their overall performance.  
The chief of staff talks about the process they went through. 
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That if we wanted to know the true progress of the district and where our hot 
buttons are let’s measure the things that 1) we would need to make course 
corrections on immediately and 2) we would know where the target is. With so 
much data, the argument is, you don’t know what you’re trying to do. So this, this 
is true data, this is a year old now, but the red is obviously problems. When we 
looked at our students in terms of, you look at attendance, which we know is key, 
you look at reading, you look at math and of course now the issue is you’ve got 
TX STAAR and we don’t know what will happen. You’ve got courses and we’ve 
updated this since so it now includes AP, IB, it includes SAT some other things so 
it’s much more expanded, graduation rate, drop out rate. This tells you like, okay 
crap, and then you can drill down and this is what we were explaining. Then you 
can drill down and say okay, I want to know more about this. 
The timing of the evaluation and the collection and availability of data are also 
challenging in evaluating the superintendent. The chief of staff elaborates on this 
problem. 
The issue is, you don’t get all the data, right? So it was in August and when I was 
doing it with the former superintendent, half the items weren’t there and/or you 
used the previous years. You’re using two-year old data. So that was a problem. 
And then you run in to contract negotiations, right? So we had a couple of board 
members that were new. 
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As discussed in District B the contract negotiations coupled with the timing of 
actual evaluation proved to be sources of conflict and discussion in District C. The chief 
of staff describes the process this last year. 
Our election was in November. We had one new trustee join us in January, you 
know, the report was done, the board did not vote in January, they voted in 
February. And the contract is interesting too, because the contract says, his 
contract was through December 2013, and the board could’ve waited till 
whenever to renew it, there was no timeline that they had to renew, but the issue 
is it’s kind of like, maybe it was 2012, it may have been December 2012, so he 
was getting into some close timelines where he didn’t know if he had a contract 
and he was being solicited by others obviously, so. So that’s an interesting piece 
that played out for us this year.  
During the second interview when superintendents and school board presidents 
were asked to reflect some did talk some more about the process as a whole. The 
Superintendent in District A reflected regarding have a performance based evaluation that 
was more on-going rather than an annual event. Since data is collected all year long and 
the board and superintendent discuss their progress regularly there are no surprises at 
evaluation time. Her views are shared here: 
So the conversation is not about, here’s all the data, it’s about what does the data 
mean and where does it want to take us and where should it take us and what 
should we do? Which makes the evaluation itself not so overwhelming and so 
threatening. Because you go to the evaluation, it’s not the first time the board is 
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seeing something that’s not that great and they might have an interest to me, and 
when they saw the college board report in October or November, that I could tuck 
away about something I need to be doing or they’re concerned about. They may 
not even say to me, my board members don’t say to me, “ I want you to do so and 
so.” They don’t address me like that, they say, “What should we be doing? What 
kinds of things are we doing now because this doesn’t seem to be working and 
what should we be doing differently?” So, they’ve already let me know just by 
their questions and their comments about the data, so that gives me a little inkling 
of where I want to look at my focus for next year too. Which I think makes it a 
little more proactive for my perspective versus, so it’s not just them telling me 
what they want, which takes some pressure off of them, but also, certainly the 
opportunities to do that as we go, but that’s not really the relationship I have with 
the board. They’re very team oriented, team of eight and as a matter of fact, when 
we actually do the final, everything we do up to then is data, data, data, data and 
we put last year’s data and this year’s data, or whatever trend we agree upon. 
In District B the board president mentioned that this was the first year of the new  
instrument, but he felt like there was still room for improvement as they move forward.  
He shared his next steps in the second interview. 
I think that, since that sensitive time, I’ve had more thoughts about it as far as 
superintendent evaluations, is I think that you need to develop an, you certainly 
need to develop an instrument in conjunction with the superintendent so that, and 
you need to have the superintendent’s goals. Probably no more than five goals, 
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five to seven goals that would align with the district goals so that they can be 
accomplished. Now, I am not a proponent of yearly goals, I think they need to be 
long term goals, because you need to work towards something and it’s okay in 
evaluation to be saying, “making progress towards goals” as opposed to, you may 
want to get a drop out rate or something like that, lower, but sometimes that, it’s 
going to be a long term goal to do that.  
 In District B during the second interview more information surfaced about the 
political nature of the process and the difficulty of the task.  The superintendent shared 
some of his thoughts about the job and what it takes to keep the job of the superintendent. 
Additionally he points out the responsibility for the system as a whole. 
I guess probably the one thing I would add is, it’s really a challenge when all the 
focus is on how do you evaluate the superintendent, but you leave out the whole 
system. The system as a whole, and that includes the school board. The health of 
their relationships with one another, the health of their relationship with the 
school district. Why they ran for the board in the first place, was it to bring about 
authentic improvement or political jockeying? So, I probably mentioned, last 
time, if there’s a discrepancy or even a conflict between what it takes to do the job 
and what it takes to keep the job, it becomes a job that can’t be done.   
He also reflected on the reason some people run for the school board, which links 
to what his board president mentioned in the first interview regarding the changing nature 
of the board in District B. 
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I think it’s back again, to what is the purpose of these trustees for being on the 
board and the relationship with the organization of the whole. Because that shapes 
the context of, is the domain of importance to the performance? Or is it a 
board/super communications? And how subjective is the latter? Especially, or 
when, the performance area in District B has been very, very high. And our 
performance really becomes a target for a lot of organizations and we’re there, to 
look at setting incremental improvements above that, you’ve got to get very 
detailed and specific. It’s almost like a specialization surgery. It requires a 
concentration on the part of the superintendent, if the main domain is student 
performance, and that will have an impact on superintendent and board 
communications. Because most board communications have nothing to do with 
student performance domain. And yet, that may be the main thing in order to keep 
the job, but is that doing the job? 
The board president of District C reflected in the second interview about the 
process that they are going through to revise their evaluation process. 
 Everything’s going to align. From the superintendent to the principal to the 
teachers, then they’re all tied to what do we think is the most critical part? Who’s 
our client? The students and the parents. Here the two things, the three things that 
we think are the most critical and how does everybody align to those. How do you 
evaluate? What do you say? This principal did X, so this person’s happy. How 
does it all tie? And that’s kind of the gist we’re trying to get to. So then it’s going 
to feed into the superintendent evaluation. 
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As part of the second interview the participants were asked about  they felt were  
the most important. Every participant said that student achievement was the most 
important issue. In some cases finance and safety were mentioned as second in the order 
of priorities. I have chosen just a sample of the comments to validate this position. In 
District A the board president said “ I think the domains or the objectives that deal with 
student performance and sustaining growth are more important.” The board president in 
District B shared his thoughts. 
Well, number one for us is student achievement and how well our students are 
learning.  I mean, that is primary to what we do, primary what we do. If we can do 
that and prepare our kids for whatever future they may go into whether it’s 
technical or college degrees or whatever, then we need to make sure that, yeah, 
student education, that part of that is the key. And coming off of that of course, 
then you have your staff, you have, as far as personnel. And then the, and where 
you learn facilities and then of course to fund all of this, you’ve got to have your 
budget and then with all that, you have to communicate that with your public. So 
communications, both with the board and with the public is very important with 
the working relationship with the board. 
In District C the superintendent’s priorities are reiterated by the board president 
and the chief of staff. These thoughts by the chief of staff capture the essence of what 
they believe to be the most important. 
The superintendent would say “absolutely student achievement” increasing the 
graduation rate, decreasing the drop out. The dilemma, as I shared earlier, that he 
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has pointed out, is he’s increased the graduation rate, it’s at an all time high for all 
student populations. He’s decreased the drop out rate for all time low for all 
student populations.  
The superintendent in District C validates this expression of his position in his 
comments regarding the criteria that are the most important in evaluating the 
superintendent. 
Providing a consistent education and rigorous education reflected in student 
success and academic achievement are at the forefront along with increasing the 
graduation rate and reducing the dropout rate. Student safety in our schools is also 
an important indicator, which is currently monitored.  
 The chart below reflects the criteria used by each district to evaluate the 
superintendent. The left column lists the criteria prescribed by statute to be used by 
school boards in the evaluation of the performance of the superintendent. While District 
A and District C choose to use their own criteria it does align in most part with the 
criteria prescribed in statute. (See: Figure 2: Comparison Chart) This evidence further 
reiterates the fact that each school district uses the criteria prescribed by the state. 
However, it indicates that District A and District C have chosen to more firmly align the 
criteria with the priorities and goals of the district, using their own descriptors.  
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Figure 2:  Comparison Chart: Texas Education Agency and Local Board Evaluation 
Criteria (“X” indicates use of the criteria exactly as written in statute) 
TAC 
Criteria/Domains 
District A District B District C 
Instructional 
Management 
Demonstrate 
sustained growth in 
student achievement 
               X Increase student 
achievement 
Organization morale Foster a positive 
climate for students 
and staff 
               X Create a positive 
district culture 
Organizational 
Improvement 
Develop Leadership 
Capacity 
               X Teacher and 
Principal Quality 
Create a positive 
district culture 
Personnel 
management 
Monitor and 
evaluate Human 
Resource processes 
to ensure quality 
staff 
               X Improve Human 
Capital—Teacher 
and Principal 
Quality 
Management of 
Administrative, 
fiscal and facilities 
functions 
Maintain fiscal 
solvency and align 
priorities to support 
critical educational 
programs. 
Manage district 
operations and 
assets 
               X Increase 
Management 
Effectiveness and 
Efficiency 
Student 
management 
Safe and Secure 
Environment for 
students and staff 
              X Provide a Safe 
Environment 
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Figure 2 (Continued) 
Community 
Relations 
Parent and 
Community 
Relations 
               X Improve Public 
Support and 
Confidence in 
schools 
Professional Growth 
and development 
Participate in 
professional 
development 
activities to improve 
performance 
               X Improve Human 
Capital 
Academic 
Excellence 
Indicators 
Implement, manage 
and evaluate system 
to monitor student 
academic progress. 
Monitor and 
evaluate plans to 
improve college 
readiness 
               X Increase Student 
Achievement 
School Board 
Relations 
Maintain a positive 
and productive 
working relationship 
with the Board of 
Trustees 
               X Maintain Effective 
Relationship with 
Board 
19(TAC 150.102(a)) 
Research Question 3 
 In this interview question the researcher inquired about the domains that were 
indicated to be the most important and to gauge the perceptions of the superintendents 
and board presidents regarding the effectiveness of the current process. 
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What are the perceptions of school board presidents and superintendents 
regarding the effectiveness of the appraisal regarding the performance of the 
superintendent? In addressing the final question the participants were asked to share their 
perspective on the effectiveness of the current instrument to authentically assess and 
evaluate the superintendent’s performance.  
In District A the board president reflected on the effectiveness of the current 
instrument to authentically assess her performance in her comments. 
I think it does and I feel good about it because it establishes specific goals for 
reaching that student performance that you want but it also takes into account the 
growth from one year to another. And I think that it helps the superintendent to 
know exactly what it is we’re looking for, and we’re looking at. And it helps them 
set their goals.  
The District A superintendent further elaborated on her perceptions regarding the 
effectiveness of the current system based on her experiences. 
Well I’m pretty pleased with the effectiveness of the instrument and I’m not going 
to say that it’s perfect and we spend a couple, we put on our schedule of 
evaluation, that any changes we want to make that we make through September. 
Because my year’s starting really July 1, and so, that we might come back and 
look at the evaluation instrument, do we want to change anything, do we want to 
tweak anything? And most of the time, I’m the one who brings forth some minor 
changes, but then they always, but they always have something to say and always 
have input about it, so I think it’s effective in what we think is most important and 
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what is next important. I think it gives the feedback that we think is important and 
so I feel pretty confident with that.  
 In District B where they have moved to a new instrument this last year both the 
board president and superintendent think that there is a need for more improvement and 
alignment with district goals. The board president in District B shares his thoughts on the 
effectiveness of the current evaluation. 
 The current process that we use is sufficient. Am I happy with it? No, I’m not 
happy with it. I think all across the state of Texas right now, every board is 
struggling with an evaluation instrument. What is the best thing to do? We have a 
very hard time trying to do that. And there’s no magic wand here because each 
district is separate as far as what you’re trying to measure, what’s more important 
to some districts. 
The board president in District B did think that there was a need to go back and 
work on the specificity of the goals and setting some performance targets. 
 I think that we need to go back and review our district goals closer and then to be 
able to tie the superintendent’s goals to that. We have that; it’s called True North, 
True North.  But right now, but it’s very loosely defined and we need to go back 
to that and identify certain areas that we feel like he needs to, or the district needs 
to make progress. 
The superintendent in District B seemed pretty pleased with the new system but 
also feels there are still some modifications that may be needed.  
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I want to make certain that there is a tighter alignment between other initiatives 
(right, departments and initiatives) re-socialization and what we figure our main 
theme, which really comes out to experiences for our children to perform at 
certain levels.  
The superintendent in District B further talked about trying to work with the chief 
academic officer to make sure that there is better alignment with the goals and 
performance measures for departments  and how those align to district goals. He 
mentioned that this was harder and harder because the financial situation made 
competition for resources more intense.  
When asked about the effectiveness of the current instrument the chief of staff in 
District C went back to discuss the concerns they have with the multiple indicators and 
overwhelming nature of the data points in the current system. 
I think the lesson is that it’s not clear. All the domains, all six domains are 
weighted equally and yet student performance with umpteen indicators is 
weighted the same as communications. And so, it doesn’t change direction, it 
doesn’t offer clarity, it offers too many opportunities for misunderstanding and 
doesn’t help with decision-making. And the scoring is inequitable. I mean the 
scoring allows for differing opinions even though it’s a quantitative document. 
She talked about the need to try to reduce the number of indicators and look more 
closely at what were the most pressing priorities. 
Where the priorities are and where the focus, where we should be paying attention 
to the most and I think that’s the challenge where we are now with 80 pages of a 
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document, how does anybody measure and determine in the end, are you the 
person to stay running this district? So on one hand if the goal of the district was 
to increase the graduation rate, decrease the drop out rate Check. If the goal was 
to increase student performance in all areas, check. If the goal was to improve 
attendance for a district our size, we’re at 95.7, I think, you can’t, I mean you 
know, and that’s another area where we talked to the board even around that. 
Even in the new measures that I’ll send you, you’ll see, attendance is in there. Our 
challenge is to say, even if it stays the same, you as an individual, should get your 
bonus or be evaluated positively 
The board president concurred with this position that there was some need to 
identify the key priorities and measure those more carefully and not all of the various 
indicators. 
I mean, there’s so many details here, I don’t think we, which one’s more 
important? And that’s why we didn’t do a good job. What’s really the key? We 
have so many different things and what do we think really makes it work? I don’t 
know. That’s what I’m struggling about. Which one of these is really the one that 
we like? Is it limiting the achievement gap? Okay, well, is it the Achievement 
Gap, is it the Graduation Rate? Is it the performance of kids overall? 
 The superintendent in District C did verify these perceptions regarding the 
overwhelming nature of the current system used in District C and the need for a complete 
overhaul. 
 The current model is overwhelming with too much data. Even trustees have 
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voiced concern about the number of indicators that are tracked and the inability to 
determine if the priority areas are going in the right direction. Three trustees are in 
the process of modifying the Board Monitoring System, which dictates the 
superintendent’s evaluation, to be much more narrower with 7 to 10 metrics 
focused on the priorities of the district.  
 He further elaborated on the fact that the current instrument has been in place and 
has been modified by just adding indicators and data to the system but with no real 
thought about how the metrics are tracking the performance of the superintendent and the 
district. He mentions that, “The instrument needed to be narrowed from the beginning 
and wasn’t designed in a collaborative process”. 
Data Collection 
 In addition to the interviews, additional documents were gathered to increase the 
research validity and provide information needed for thorough analysis. The evaluation 
instruments were collected for each of the school districts. Sample documents are 
included. (See Appendix A)  They range from a two-page policy statement in District B, 
to a five domain with specific performance indicators clearly delineated for the 
superintendent in District B, to a six domains/goals with multiple indicators and targets 
with specific metrics identified in District C.  In each case they reflect the struggles that 
participants described in the interviews regarding the practices used in superintendent 
evaluation. It was mentioned on more than one occasion that the instrument is constantly 
changing and being modified based on the goals of the district and the additional of 
additional data points that are added by the board and superintendent. In District A there 
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was evidence that the superintendent and board have modified the instrument in a 
collaborative exchange of ideas.  In District B the board president alluded to the fact that 
the board has to work directly with the superintendent to develop and modify the process. 
While in District C the superintendent indicated that the board was in the process of 
modifying the board monitoring system that drives the evaluation.  
 The contract of each superintendent was reviewed to ascertain whether there was 
any mention of the evaluation process and how the expectations were delineated in the 
contract. In District A the contract of the superintendent provided a clear definition of the 
superintendent’s duties. Additionally the contract of the superintendent in District A 
included a section regarding the performance evaluation. In this section the formative 
appraisal requirement was included, as well as the requirement that a written summative 
appraisal be given in closed session. This section also indicated that the appraisal should 
be aligned to the duties specified in the superintendent’s job description.  The contract 
includes a requirement that the superintendent submit her proposed goals each year to the 
board in writing and that these should be included in the evaluation process. 
 In District B the superintendent’s contract also includes a section regarding 
employment performance.  It requires the superintendent to work collaboratively with the 
board to develop the goals for the district each year. It specifies that the goals will be 
used as the criteria on which the superintendent’s performance will be reviewed and 
evaluated. This section also described the summative process and allows for formative 
assessment as deemed necessary. In addition, the contract describes the mid-year 
conference between the board and superintendent concerning the achievement of these 
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goals. The board president described that conference as a “conversation” in his interview. 
The contract in this district also specifies the alignment with the duties of the 
superintendent as outlined in the job description. In the end of the section the contract 
includes a provision regarding modification of the evaluation process. It specifies that if 
modification is required that it must be adopted with input from the superintendent and “ 
the superintendent shall be provided a reasonable period of time to demonstrate such 
expected performance before being evaluated.” 
 In District C the contract describes the duties of the superintendent and mentions 
that these are as prescribed in the job description, indicating the alignment of contract and 
job description. Additionally, the contract specifies the requirement that the results of the 
board/ superintendent retreat each year should result in the submission of a list of the 
district priorities within the Board’s goals for the district. These priorities are then used in 
the criteria on which the superintendent’s performance is reviewed and evaluated. The 
contract also delineates the evaluation process in terms of date and prescribes that it 
should be in writing and conducted in closed session. The contract reiterates that the 
“evaluation and assessment shall be related to the duties of the Superintendent as outlined 
in the superintendent’s job description and the annual priorities within the board’s goal”. 
 In reviewing the job descriptions collected it was evident that the job description 
in District B and C were inclusive of the criteria prescribed in the policy that is prescribed 
in statute and is aligned directly to the domains suggested by the Texas Association of 
School Boards (TASB). The areas delineated are: 
 Educational Leadership 
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 Instructional Management, 
 Student Services Management 
 Staff Development and professional Growth, 
District Management 
 Facilities Operations Management, 
 Fiscal Management, 
 Human Resource Management,  
Board and Community Relations 
 Board 
 Community. 
In District A it is evident that the board and superintendent have spent time to 
align some of the job performance statements in the job description to the evaluation 
instrument. The performance statements have been reworded and address specific 
priorities that the board and superintendent have identified together and more specific 
performance expectations in each area. The categories listed in the job description in 
District A include: 
 Instructional Management, 
 School/Organizational Climate 
 School/Organizational Improvement 
 Personnel Management, 
 Administration and Fiscal/Facilities Management, 
 Student Management, 
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 Staff Community Relations, 
 Professional Growth and Development, and  
 Board/Superintendent Relations 
District A was the only job description that also included a section regarding the 
evaluation of the superintendent. It also alluded to the fact that the evaluation was to be 
completed before considering the superintendent’s contract. Another interesting feature 
of the job description in District A was the fact that a section was included that specified 
that the job description would be clarified during the evaluation process by the board and 
superintendent. This observation is evidence of the level of collaboration and teamwork 
exemplified by the superintendent and board relationship in District A. 
One of the observations based on the review of documents was the fact that most 
evaluation instruments were really not aligned to the job description and many times even 
the contract. The predominant feature observed was that the actual evaluation instrument 
was more aligned to district goals and priorities. 
Summary 
This chapter reported the results of the data collected, including the superintendent 
and board president’s description of the current criteria, the process and the modifications 
that have been made over time.  In addition, the participants were asked to identify the 
domains or areas that are most important to measure the performance of the 
superintendent.  Finally, they were asked to share their perceptions regarding the 
effectiveness of their current system.  In addition to the interviews, the actual documents 
used to evaluate the superintendents were analyzed along with the job description and 
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contract of each superintendent. In reviewing the data collected there were some themes 
that emerged indicative of some of the major issues to be considered in the development 
and implementation of the process of superintendent evaluation. The next chapter 
includes a summary of the findings, implications and recommendations for future 
research. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS 
Introduction 
One of the most important responsibilities of a school board member is the 
evaluation of the performance of the superintendent (Hess, 2002; Sullivan, 2005). Koryl 
(1996) noted that the responsibility of school boards with respect to the evaluation of the 
superintendent is not uniform across states because of the varying state constitutions, 
statutes and regulations. While Texas has prescribed the basic criteria that are to be used 
to evaluate the superintendent in statute, the local school board can modify the process to 
meet their particular local context. This study used qualitative data to determine the 
criteria and the process used to measure the present status of public school superintendent 
evaluation in three Texas school districts, and to gauge the superintendent’s and school 
board president’s perspective on the effectiveness of the current system they use in 
evaluating the superintendent’s performance. 
For the purposes of this study, the researcher was interested in the narrative 
descriptions, perceptions and processes school board presidents and superintendents used 
to make meaning of the intersection of the prescribed domains for superintendent 
evaluation in Texas and the current instrument used by their school district in evaluating 
the superintendent. Utilizing a qualitative approach, the researcher obtained insight into 
the criteria used and the process of superintendent evaluation in three Texas districts. 
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Discussion of Major Findings 
From the interviews it was clear that school boards continue to struggle with 
superintendent evaluation. In some situations it was directly related to the overwhelming 
nature of the job of the superintendent. There is general agreement among 
superintendents and researchers who have studied the superintendency of the ever-
increasing complexity of the job (DiPaola, 2007). Therefore, complicating the evaluation 
process. 
The first two research questions asked about the criteria and the process used to 
evaluate the superintendent.  Participants also discussed the development of the current 
system and modifications that have been made most recently. The data showed that each 
of the districts made modifications to the recommended criteria and indicators and 
customized the evaluation instrument to align with the goals of the school district. The 
last question asked about the participant’s perceptions regarding the effectiveness of the 
current process in evaluating the superintendent.  In District A and B the participants 
agreed that the current system used was effective in evaluating the performance of the 
superintendent.  In District C the superintendent and the board president both agreed that 
the current system was cumbersome and was in need of some major modification.  
 In reviewing the responses to the interview questions there were some themes that 
emerged indicative of some of the major issues to be considered in the development and 
implementation of the process of superintendent evaluation. The upcoming section 
summarizes the major findings that emerged from the analysis of the responses to the 
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research questions. The themes that emerged were: Timing, Rating, Alignment, 
Performance-Based Evaluation, Relationships, and ultimately Local Control. 
Finding 1: Timing 
It was evident from the interviews that there were issues that arose from the 
timing of the evaluation. The Texas Association of School Boards (TASB) guide for 
school board presidents to facilitate the evaluation of the superintendent states that most 
school districts conduct their summative evaluation in January of each year (TASB, 
2006).  In two of the school districts timing of the evaluation was a concern. In District B 
it was noted by the school board president that the school board election occurred in May 
and three new school board members were elected. This was cause for concern when the 
summative evaluation for this superintendent was scheduled for June. At the time of the 
appraisal three members had only been on the job three weeks and did not have enough 
information to complete all of the evaluation indicators.  
 In District C the timing of the evaluation according to the board policy was to be 
scheduled in October prior to the board election in November. For some reason it was not 
conducted at that time.  The election was held in November and new board officers were 
elected in January. While the back up information and reports to accompany the appraisal 
were prepared in January the actual evaluation was not conducted and voted on until 
February. This timing coincided with the discussion of the contract renewal for the 
superintendent. Given that the board in this district had not always had consensus on 
issues, this increased the controversy regarding the superintendent’s evaluation and the 
contract renewal. 
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 The scheduling of the evaluation was also evidence that each local district sets 
their own schedule and considers their own context. As reported by TASB, most Texas 
districts conduct the evaluation in January. In the case of all three of the districts selected 
for this study not one of them used the January timeline as their norm.  District A 
conducted their evaluation in June, as did District B. In District C, as mentioned earlier 
the evaluation was conducted in February. 
Finding 2: Rating 
 The superintendent is the only employee that is evaluated by multiple evaluators, 
all of whom are community members and may not have experience in evaluating 
professional personnel. To increase the fairness and effectiveness of the evaluation in 
actually assessing performance of the superintendent and the effectiveness of the district 
as a whole, special consideration should be given to designing, developing, and 
implementing a comprehensive and quality performance evaluation system (DiPaola & 
Stronge, 2003). The current research indicates that many of the current evaluation 
practices continue to use rating forms such as checklists and management by objectives. 
These models in isolation do not give the superintendent a chance to really understand the 
school board’s perception of his or her level of performance. 
 The superintendent in District A spoke to this issue on several occasions. The 
instrument used in this district used a five point Likert scale (1 through 5) on each of the 
performance indicators. On several of the indicators she received a three, which indicates 
that she met the expectation. However, she expressed concern that if someone were to 
look at the data from this they would assume that she was just an average superintendent. 
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Therefore, she has asked the board members to comment on the performance indicators 
for each of the criteria areas to give her feedback on her accomplishments and on ways to 
improve. 
The board president in District B, from his perspective as president, commented 
about rating systems. He mentioned that sometime when you have a board that is divided 
you may have several that rate the superintendent highly and some that score him or her 
low. The board president is then charged with making a decision to average the score or 
consider the total performance and in some cases may discount some of the input from 
board members who may differ in their opinion.  The superintendent in District B 
considered this situation in the modifications that he recommended to the board by 
developing an instrument that is more black and white. In District B the superintendent 
either meets the expectation or doesn’t meet the expectation.  There is an opportunity for 
feedback or comments, which gives the superintendent some indication regarding what 
the board member was thinking in their scoring. 
 In the literature some of the problems with rating scales are also recounted, which 
highlight the precarious nature of such rating scales. Mathews discusses a situation in one 
district where the superintendent was given mostly 4’s indicating that he had exceeded 
expectations. However, the local newspaper ran a story with a headline saying the district 
had, at best, a B-plus superintendent. When the board saw the story they felt really 
terrible. Indicating that it was not their intent to give him a B (Mathews, 2001). 
 While DiPaola suggests a distinct rating scale with four performance descriptors, 
he recommends that before it can be effectively implemented, each rating must be clearly 
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defined so that those applying the ratings have a common understanding of what each one 
signifies so that the superintendent can accurately interpret the ratings (Di Paola, 2010). 
Typical Likert scale systems of evaluating superintendents use values without 
descriptions to represent degrees of performance from poor to excellent and rely on more 
subjective assessments of compliance (Adamson, 2009). Both of the board presidents in 
District A and District B discussed the struggle that the board president has in making 
sure that the school board members understand the process. In addition, these same board 
presidents discussed the difficult responsibility of the board president in tabulating the 
results especially if board members perceive different results. 
 In District A the superintendent reflected that it might be helpful to have a 
composite rating in particular areas. For example, she mentioned that the evaluation 
could result in a financial services overall rating and an instructional management overall 
rating rather than rate particular indicators. The development of descriptive performance 
indicators has helped the rating to be more aligned to the actual duties of the 
superintendent in District A.  
 Overall the observation is that rating scales, if used, need to be further defined and 
agreed upon during the development stage of the evaluation system by the superintendent 
and the school board members. This process will increase the likelihood that the 
evaluation will actually give the superintendent the feedback needed to improve their 
performance. 
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Finding 3:  Alignment 
In collecting the information from the interviews coupled with the review of the 
documents it became clear that the superintendent evaluation process must be aligned 
with the district goals/priorities, the superintendent’s job description and the contract. A 
problem that has plagued the superintendent evaluation process is the absence of clearly 
defined job expectations and performance goals. Few superintendents receive suggestions 
for improvement during the evaluation and meaningful evaluations should address both 
strengths and weaknesses (Candoli, Cullen & Stufflebeam, 1997).  
 By discussion and collaborative development of mutually agreeable district goals 
and performance targets, the job of the superintendent can more readily be translated into 
job responsibilities with appropriate performance indicators and standards for job 
performance. This collaborative process requires input from both the school board and 
their superintendent, who is ultimately responsible for carrying out the daily performance 
of job expectations. Through this joint process of defining responsibilities and standards 
for performance a clear direction can be developed for the school district as a whole, the 
superintendent evaluation process, and the superintendent being evaluated (Di Paola and 
Strong, 2003). 
 In District B the board president mentioned the need to develop district goals in 
conjunction with the superintendent and that the goals should then be used to drive the 
evaluation. However, that is not the case right now. The superintendent alluded to the fact 
that they were lacking a strategic plan that should then be aligned to the evaluation 
process. District B uses the domains from TASB in the evaluation, which is aligned to the 
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job description. However, they only reiterate the policy statements with no real 
discussion of how each indicator is measured. Furthermore, there is no description of the 
evaluation process in the superintendent’s contract. The superintendent acknowledges 
that there is a need to have alignment as they work through things in the future, but they 
seem satisfied with the status quo at this point.  
 In District C some evidence points to the fact that there have been attempts to 
align the four: the district goals, job description, contract and evaluation. In the contract 
of the superintendent the actual instrument to be used is included in the contract. In 
addition, there is direct reference to the fact that the board and superintendent will meet 
in a retreat each year to specify the district priorities that will be used in the evaluation of 
the superintendent. However, the job description has never been modified to align to 
these other areas, it is just a reiteration of the policy statement from statute that describes 
the duties of the superintendent. 
 One of the responsibilities of school boards is to identify the roles and 
responsibilities of the superintendent and evaluate them based on the job description that 
was used to hire them. A study from Western Michigan University revealed that 87 
percent of superintendents have job descriptions. However, only half of those 
superintendents were evaluated according to their job description criteria (Stufflebeam, 
1994).  
 In District A there is alignment between all four elements.  The contract specifies 
the process to be used to evaluate the superintendent, the job description echoes the 
performance indicators from the evaluation instrument and the board and superintendent 
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work collaboratively to review each indicator and make sure that they are aligned to 
district goals. Both the board president and the superintendent in District A alluded to the 
fact that as the instrument is reviewed and revised collaboratively to align to district goals 
and priorities. 
 Previous studies have revealed that superintendents were not evaluated based on 
the criteria in their job descriptions. In the most recent survey of superintendents it was 
reported that two thirds of the superintendents studied received annual performance 
evaluations that included both formative and summative components. The most common 
criteria used to assess performance were the formal job description (Kowalski et al., 
2011). However, what was revealed here in this study was that even though the criteria 
may match in terms of domains or indicators, in effect there really are no clear 
descriptions of what is expected in terms of performance on behalf of the superintendent.   
 A process linked to district goal setting requires board members to identify and 
prioritize the superintendent’s major goals before the evaluation process begins.  Both 
board members and the superintendent should be involved in establishing administrative 
goals. During this collaborative process the board guides the overall direction while the 
superintendent’s expertise in administration insures that the goals represent a realistic 
idea of what can be accomplished. Goals must be specific, measurable and few enough in 
number to be reasonably achieved  (DiPaola, 2010).  
Finding 4: Relationships  
In the beginning of the study the focus was on the context of the superintendent 
search to investigate whether there was a connection with the context in which the 
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superintendent was hired and the focus of the evaluation. While there was no clear 
connection between the context in which the search was conducted and the actual 
evaluation process there was a clear that the relationship between the board definitely 
influences the development and modification of the evaluation process. 
  In District A the focus of the search for the current superintendent was related to 
sustaining the progress the district had made and maintaining some sense of stability and 
continuity. The evaluation has continued to be a team effort and developed in a 
collaborative manner. This confirms the work of Konnert and Augenstein (1990) which 
indicated that “the board superintendent relationship is the leadership keystone for the 
school system”(p.135). In both District A and District B it was evident that the 
relationship between the board and superintendent was built on trust. Building trust 
between the superintendent and the school board is an essential component to this 
successful relationship and to developing and evaluation instrument (Basom, Young & 
Adams, 1999; Carter & Cunningham, 1997).  
 Furthermore, in District A it was evident that the board and superintendent had 
become a team working together since the time that they participated in the Reform 
Governance in Action (RGA). This training is based on a framework for improving 
governance. RGA trains school leaders to improve student learning through better 
governance (CRSS, 2012). In the 2007 school year, shortly after the current 
superintendent was hired, District A board, superintendent and top administrators 
participated in this program sponsored by the Eli Broad Foundation through the Center 
for Reform of School Systems (CRSS).  The training was based on three levers: using 
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reform-oriented policy to drive change, building community support for the agenda, and 
hiring superintendents who can carry out the vision (Aarons, 2009). Both the 
superintendent and board president mentioned that this helped cement the working 
relationship that has continued to date. They have worked as a team to make 
modifications in the criteria and the process in the instrument used to evaluate the 
superintendent and to continue to align the instrument to the district report card. 
Furthermore, they conduct frank focused conversation on the improvement of the district 
and what they can do as a team to improve the performance of the overall school district. 
 In District B the relationship and trust is evident between board president and 
superintendent. The superintendent had been asked to research the process and work 
together with the board president to refine the instrument they are currently using. Both 
superintendent and board president alluded to the fact that this should be a collaborative 
effort. The board president reinforced the fact that the two should work together to 
develop the evaluation of the superintendent. 
 In District C where there is divided support for the superintendent’s agenda by the 
board there seems to be a different division of responsibility for the development of the 
instrument. While both superintendent and board president agreed that the current 
instrument is overwhelming the superintendent appears to believe that it is solely the 
responsibility of the board to refine the current process. This is evidenced in the 
statement by the superintendent “three board members are working on the revisions” as 
opposed to the language in the other district that indicated it was a shared responsibility. 
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Finding 5: Performance-based evaluation    
The implementation of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and other standards based 
reforms has created a focus on performance-based assessment for all school 
professionals, including superintendents (DiPaola, 2007). The trend for performance goal 
setting and monitoring progress toward completion of goals is a recent development in 
superintendent evaluation. These goal-based evaluations have been implemented in Texas 
and Hawaii. The results have shown to be more effective because they are less subjective 
and results can be verified through data. (Texas Association of School Boards, 1995). 
Both District A and District C have gone to evaluation systems that have performance 
indicators to measure progress towards a goal or an initiative of the district. 
 In District A the superintendent’s evaluation has been aligned to the school 
district report card that was initially developed based on the total quality management 
(TQM) process in the criteria for the Baldrige award. The Baldrige framework (Winn & 
Cameron, 1998), developed in the late 1980’s, comprises Drivers, System, Measures of 
Progress, and Goals that embody seven Baldrige criteria. These criteria are: leadership, 
information and analysis, strategic quality planning, human resource development, 
management of process quality, quality results, and customer focus and satisfaction. 
Neves and Nakhai, 1993 assert that two categories—information and analysis and quality 
results have a much greater importance. "Management-by-fact" and "management-by-
results" are two concepts highlighted in the Baldrige framework and apply to products, 
operations, suppliers, and financial results. They require that management has thoroughly 
thought about quality goals, what to measure and how to take corrective or improvement 
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actions based on the results obtained. All TQM efforts should be directed by measurable 
variables and targeted to quantifiable objectives. This framework was used in the 
development of the initial evaluation system in District A under the former 
superintendent and has continued to be the underlying philosophy of the school board in 
District A. The criteria and indicators have evolved over time but the philosophical base 
is still focused on continuous improvement and measuring their progress toward the goal. 
Specific performance statements have been added as a result of the work that the board 
and superintendent have done together to describe specifically what is expected in each 
area. 
 In District C the evaluation has evolved from a similar philosophy that began with 
the development of a system to monitor the district’s progress regarding district goals and 
core values on a mandated periodic basis.  The last revision was completed in 2010. The 
Board Monitoring System requires that the superintendent and his staff collect 
information and make specific reports to the board during the year. An analysis of a 
sample of school board agendas for the last school year showed that these reports are 
scattered throughout the year as the board monitors the progress towards the goals that 
they set during the superintendent and board retreat each school year. 
 Since student achievement is the primary mission of any school district, continued 
student success plays a central role in an assessment of how well a superintendent is 
performing the job.  The board is expected to fulfill this statutory obligation by 
incorporating a student performance domain into the evaluation instrument (19TAC 
150.102(c)). 
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 In 1999, the commissioner of education in Texas developed a recommended 
Student Performance Domain form for superintendents to complete and provide to their 
boards for their consideration during the evaluation of the superintendent. Boards could 
incorporate the commissioner’s recommended domain into their instruments or develop 
local alternatives. Most of the districts in this study chose to incorporate these items into 
the instrument used to evaluate the superintendent with the exception of District B. This 
district chose to fill out the form recommended by the commissioner. 
While performance-based systems verified by data should be an integral part of 
the evaluation process, Goens has a caution about relying on metrics. He suggests that the 
ends could end up justifying the means. Leaders can produce high metrics for short 
periods through fear, manipulation, and bullying, but these approaches limit talent and 
creativity evaporates (Goens, 2009) 
Finding 6:  Local Control  
As I reflect on all of the information gathered about the practices, the criteria and 
the processes used to evaluate the superintendent, there was an underlying thread that 
kept coming up and that is the fact that there is an obvious presence of local control. 
While the State of Texas has been one of the states that lead in the development of 
domains and criteria for the improved evaluation of the superintendent, it has still left the 
process up to the local school board. The school board then ultimately decides what and 
how the evaluation is to be conducted.  
One of the board’s chief responsibilities is to make sure the superintendent is 
performing duties effectively and, more importantly, is moving the district forward to the 
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achievement of its goals. Possibly the most significant mechanism for fulfilling this 
responsibility is the annual evaluation of the superintendent’s performance (TASB, 
2009). 
 Board members because they represent the people and have the power to act, and 
superintendents, because they have the professional knowledge to lead and manage, are 
close enough to communities and schools to observe what needs to be done and powerful 
enough to do it. They are the governance team.  In this team, because of their link with 
the people and because they have responsibility to select and evaluate executive 
leadership and oversee the work of management, boards are the dominant partner. 
Working together boards and superintendents set the course for the school district. An 
extension of this is the power to determine the goals and expectations for the 
superintendent, the job description, the contract and ultimately the evaluation process 
including the areas to be emphasized in the evaluation. 
It is truly common expectations that are shared by the superintendent and board of 
education as to what is important and what is critical for the superintendent to do or to 
improve in his or her district that lead to a quality partnership between the two. This 
quality partnership provides the possibility for increased superintendent stability and 
tenure, with the potential end result being increased student achievement.  
The role of the superintendent is complex and it emerges from differing 
constituencies. The board of education is one of these constituencies and it typically has 
expectations for its superintendent. As each board of education is different, so are the 
expectations for its superintendent. Therefore, it follows that perceived competencies and 
 134 
the board’s expectations of a superintendent to have certain competencies is a function of 
that organization’s culture and philosophy. To further emphasize this idea, Glass and 
Franceschini (2007) firmly believe that boards select superintendents that “match” their 
district and their community. 
Implications for Future Research 
 This research study was focused on collecting information regarding the practices 
and procedures used in superintendent evaluation form the viewpoint of both the 
superintendent and the school board presidents. Recent research projects such as Sullivan 
(2005), Glass, Bjork & Bruner(2000) and Koryl (1996) focused on evaluation by using 
superintendents as the population for the study. 
There should be continuous research on the working relationship between school 
boards and their superintendents. This relationship dictates the direction for the district, 
as well as, the context in which the evaluation is conducted. Some of the research on the 
superintendency has analyzed the evaluation of the superintendent and the domains or 
indicators used and whether these are aligned to prescribed standards (Sullivan, 2005). 
However, in Texas while most districts use the prescribed process in statute, there should 
be some future research to look at the evaluation in school districts of differing size to 
compare the process in large, midsized and small districts to determine if there are 
significant differences. This study showed that large urban districts all revise the process 
to meet their own context and needs. 
 As presented earlier there have been some conflicts regarding the evaluation in 
certain districts and modification or weights have been instituted to accommodate for 
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some deficiencies some school districts have seen.  There should be some research in to 
the board’s perspective from various school board members to determine what issues 
arise in districts where there has been conflict. 
 Another area of interest for future research would be an analysis of whether there 
is a link between high performing school districts and the components used in evaluating 
the superintendent. Additionally, some districts are beginning to look at alignment of the 
evaluation process for all of their professional staff members starting with the 
superintendent and top-level administrators to principals and teachers. It would be 
beneficial to see whether there is actual alignment of these responsibilities across the 
district and how those are aligned to school district goals. 
Conclusion 
 Findings of this study have contributed to the professional literature in the field of 
superintendent evaluation. The perspectives of superintendents and school board 
members offer insight into the process and the struggles that each has with the 
overwhelming nature of the job of measuring the performance of the superintendent. 
There is no doubt that the job of the superintendent has become more complex in the last 
decade than ever before. School districts must look at their overall goals and priorities in 
the development and implementation of the evaluation of their superintendent. While 
most research indicates that these areas must be aligned, this research revealed that few in 
practice actually align the overall district goals to the instrument being used to evaluate 
the superintendent.   
 In reviewing the results of the interviews it should be noted that all of the districts 
 136 
that participated in the study use the criteria and indicators prescribed by statute. In 
District A and District C there have been considerable additions to the criteria and 
indicators used to measure the performance of the superintendent. However, in response 
to the first research question regarding how the school board measures the performance 
of the superintendent in the areas prescribed most use formative data that is collected 
over time in reports given to the board throughout the year. A summative evaluation is 
done at various times depending on the district to gauge the overall performance. Two of 
the districts use a rating system that incorporates a five-point scale to measure 
performance on each domain. District B uses the specific criteria from statute and 
determines whether the superintendent met expectations, did not meet expectations or 
met with comments. 
 The complication of the metrics in order to truly measure the performance can be 
overwhelming as evidenced in the largest of the three districts studied.  It is incumbent on 
the school board and the superintendent to have a frank conversation about the 
expectations and how those will be measured.  Clear descriptors of the performance 
indicators give the superintendent clear direction in terms of trying to accomplish the job. 
The quote from the superintendent in District B comes back to mind over and over. 
 It requires a concentration on the part of the superintendent, if the main domain is 
student performance, and that will have an impact on superintendent and board 
communications. Because most board communications have nothing to do with 
student performance domain. And yet, that may be the main thing in order to keep 
the job, but is that doing the job? 
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 So I probably mentioned, last time, if there’s a discrepancy or even a conflict 
between what it takes to do the job and what it takes to keep the job, it becomes a 
job that can’t be done. 
In responding regarding the process for development of a district’s instrument, most 
of the districts studied spent a considerable amount of time researching different models. 
Consequently modifying the actual instrument depending on the district’s goals and 
priorities as well as the context in the district at the time. There was a great deal of 
variation in the development of the instrument and the modifications made based on the 
relationship that the superintendent had with the school board members.  
The literature has spoken to the fact that politics and board superintendent 
relationships have an impact on the evaluation process. In this study the district that had 
developed a team concept for their governance model clearly had a system for evaluating 
the performance of the superintendent and the overall district that was aligned and 
coordinated. The observation was made that the board and superintendent in District A 
had been together for a longer period of time facilitating the development of the 
relationship and the trust that is needed to effectively conduct a true analysis of the 
performance of the superintendent. 
 Clearly it is incumbent on both sides to work to develop a team to come together 
to set the direction for the school district that aligns with the goals, the job description 
and the contract given to the superintendent. From the time of Horace Mann to current 
day, communication, collaboration, and shared vision that links to improved student 
achievement and doing what is best for children to prevail. 
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The perceptions of the school board members and superintendents provide insight 
into the effectiveness of the current process in each district. In District A the school board 
president and the superintendent both perceive the current process to be an effective 
measure of the performance of the superintendent. In District B the superintendent and 
school board president appeared to be satisfied with the status quo. However, both 
mentioned a need to develop goals for the district in a comprehensive strategic plan and 
align district initiatives with the evaluation process. In District C both the school board 
president and the superintendent characterized the current process as overwhelming. 
Additionally, the school board president perceives that the district needs to narrow the 
focus of the evaluation to more accurately measure the job performance of the 
superintendent.  
 The bottom line is that, if you have a healthy board superintendent relationship you 
have a better chance at having an effective district and an effective superintendent 
evaluation  process. There is a need to have certain standards that are addressed in all of  
the evaluations of superintendents in Texas as prescribed by statute. However, there is 
also a need continued flexibility for school districts to alter and modify to meet their 
particular context and need. 
As the district leader, the superintendent can significantly impact not only the 
effectiveness of the organization, but more importantly the academic performance of all 
students in the district (Waters & Marzano, 2006). An effective evaluation process, which 
provides relevant feedback regarding performance and expectations, may assist in 
establishing an effective working relationship between the superintendent and school 
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board (Hess, 2002; Costa, 2004). Additionally, an effective evaluation process should 
assist in the continuous professional development of the superintendent, preparing him or 
her for the ever-changing role of the position 
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APPENDIX 
2010-2011 SUPERINTENDENT’S PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL INSTRUMENT  
 
 
Domain/Performance Goal Criteria Descriptor Rating Board Member Comment 
 
I.  Increase Student 
Achievement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A.  Eliminate the Achievement Gap 
… will eliminate any achievement gap between 
student groups as measured by the statewide 
TAKS examination. 
  
Target(s):  
 The achievement gap in all tests taken 
will decrease by 3 percentage points 
annually between white and African-
American students and white and 
Hispanic students to no gap remaining, 
data by gender will also be provided; 
and 
 
 The achievement gap will decrease by 3 
percentage points annually between 
non-economically disadvantaged 
 
 
    3       2       
1 
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Domain/Performance Goal Criteria Descriptor Rating Board Member Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
students and economically 
disadvantaged students to no gap 
remaining, data by gender will also be 
provided. 
 
Major Components in Success:  
 Refer to pages ___ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I.  Increase Student 
Achievement 
 
 
 
 
B.  Improve Dropout and Completion Rates 
… schools shall lower the dropout rate and 
increase the graduation rate with the ultimate 
goal of having all HISD students graduate with 
their cohort group.  … schools shall achieve the 
decreased dropout and increased completion 
requirements necessary for each school to 
receive at least a Recognized rating by the 
 
 
   3       2       1 
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Domain/Performance Goal Criteria Descriptor Rating Board Member Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
state’s accountability system. Five-year cohort 
data also will be reported. 
 
Target(s):  
 … will increase the percentage of students 
identified as graduating or remaining in 
school based on a longitudinal four-year 
cohort for first-time ninth graders. The annual 
target is a 3 percentage-point increase for all 
students and each student group (All, African 
American, Hispanic, White, and Economically 
Disadvantaged) until the goal of 95 percent is 
reached.   
 
Major Components in Success:  
 Refer to page ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
  
 
 
   
 
 
I.  Increase Student 
Achievement 
 
C.  Maintain Promotion Standards/High 
School Credit Status 
Maintain promotion standards that incorporate 
 
 
   3        2        
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Domain/Performance Goal Criteria Descriptor Rating Board Member Comment 
 
 
statewide test scores, norm referenced scores, 
course grades and attendance standards. Use 
mandatory summer school to bring students into 
compliance with the standards. 
 
Target(s):  
 The percent of students who meet promotion 
standards during the regular school year will 
increase to 90 percent. 
 The percent of students who meet promotion 
standards after summer school will increase 
to 98.5 percent by the end of the fall 
semester 2012.   
 Other measures are report only for the first 
year. 
 … will increase student attendance (ADA) by 
0.3% annually.   
 
Major Components in Success:  
 See pages ___  of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
1 
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I.  Increase Student 
Achievement 
 
D.  Will Become a Recognized District 
… will become a recognized district as defined by 
the Texas Education Agency. 
 
Target(s): 
 … will achieve the Recognized standard 
on each district indicator on the TEA 
Accountability System. 
 
Major Components in Success:  
 See page ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
   3        2        
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
I.  Increase Student 
Achievement 
 
 
E.  Increase the Percentage of TAKS 
Commended Students 
… will increase the percent of students scoring at 
 
   
 3        2        1 
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the state-set commended level on TAKS. 
 
Target(s): 
 Percent of students achieving 
commended status across grades by 
subject will increase by 3 percentage 
points annually. 
 … will show an annual increase at all 
campuses with an increased percentage 
of students reaching the commended 
level on TAKS by subject.  
 
Major Components in Success:  
 See pages ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
 
 
   
 
I.  Increase Student 
Achievement 
 
F.  Increase College Readiness 
… students will be provided with a high quality 
educational experience designed to 
  
3      2      1 
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 appropriately prepare them for the rigor and 
challenges of higher education. It is expected 
that the percentage of students demonstrating 
college readiness will increase at a rate greater 
than the state average.  
 
Target(s): 
 The percent of students who meet or 
exceed the college-readiness standard in 
English language arts on the TAKS will 
reach 70 percent by 2012. 
 
 The percent of students who meet or 
exceed the college-readiness standard in 
math on the TAKS will reach 70 percent 
by 2012. 
 
 Percent of students scoring at or above 
45 on each section of the PSAT shall 
increase by 4 percentage points annually.  
 
 Participation rates on the PSAT will meet 
or exceed 90% of sophomores.   
 
 The percentage of students scoring at or 
above 21 on the ACT will reach 50 
percent by 2012.   
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 The percentage of students scoring at or 
above 500 on each section of the SAT will 
reach 50 percent by 2012.   
 
 The district will show an annual increase 
in participation rates on both the SAT and 
ACT exams.   
 
 The percent of students graduating under 
the RHSP or higher will reach 90 percent 
by 2012.  
 
Major Components in Success:  
 See pages ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
I.  Increase Student 
Achievement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G.  Increase the Number of Students Taking 
Advanced Placement (AP) Exams and 
Scoring 3 or Higher 
… will maximize the number of students taking 
AP exams, the number of exams taken, and the 
number of exams scored at 3 or higher. 
Target(s): 
 All students taking AP or IB courses will 
also take AP or IB exams.  
 The number of AP exams taken will 
   
  
3       2      1 
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increase by 10 percent annually.  
 The number of AP exams scored at 3 or 
higher will increase by 2 percentage 
points annually. 
 … will show an annual increase at all 
campuses in the number of exams taken 
and the number of exams scored 3 or 
higher. 
 … will show an annual increase in the 
number of IB exams taken and the 
number scored at 4 or higher.  
 … will show an annual increase at all IB 
high schools in the number of exams 
where the school’s average score was 
higher than the worldwide average.  
 
Major Components in Success: 
 See pages _____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
 
 
I.  Increase Student 
Achievement 
 
 
 
 
 
H.  Dual Credit 
… will report on the number of students taking 
dual credit courses and receiving college credit.  
 
Target:   
 … will show an annual increase in the 
percentage of students completing dual 
 
 
  3       2      1 
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credit courses up to the target of 95 
percent.  
 
Major Components in Success: 
 See pages _____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I.  Increase Student 
Achievement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I.  Demonstrate Value-Added Growth Using 
EVAAS Data 
The District shall show value-added growth of all 
students as measured by the Educational Value-
Added Assessment System (EVAAS) data 
 
Target(s): 
 …. will show value-added growth in 
estimated NCE gain greater than 1 
standard error above the growth standard 
in all grades on the composite measure 
across subjects. 
 … will show a cumulative NCE gain 
across grades and subjects greater than 
1.5 NCEs.  
 
 
   3        2        
1 
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Major Components in Success: 
 See page ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
I.  Increase Student 
Achievement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J.  Performance of … Students Will Exceed 
National Averages 
Students will perform at levels exceeding national 
averages on a norm-referenced test. 
 
Target(s):  
 The percent of non-special education 
students performing at or above the 50
th
 
percentile will increase by two percentage 
points on Stanford for each subject area 
by 2012.  
 The percent of non-special education 
students performing at or above the 50
th
 
percentile will reach 90 percent on 
Aprenda for each subject area by 2012. 
 The percentage of all non-special 
education students and all students on 
grade level in reading and in math will 
increase annually. 
 
 
 
   3        2        
1 
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Major Components in Success: 
 See page ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
II.    Improve Human Capital--
Teacher and Principal 
Quality 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A.   Recruitment and Selection  
Attract and hire top talent through proactive 
search strategies and rigorous selection criteria 
for every job position. 
 
Key Metric(s):  
 Number of new teacher hires 
 Percent of teacher applicants rated in the 
acceptable range on screener 
 Percent of principal applicants rated in the 
acceptable range on screener 
 Percent of HR screened teachers rated in top 
10 Percent of EVAAS value added data 
 Percent of HR screened teachers rated in top 
two quartiles of EVAAS value added data 
 Percent of HR screened principals at schools 
rated in top 10 Percent of EVAAS value 
added data 
 Percent of HR screened principals at schools 
rated in top two quartiles of EVAAS value 
 
 
Baseline for 
comments 
only 
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added data 
 Teacher Yield Percent: number of offers 
made to teachers versus number of teachers 
that accepted offer. 
 … HR will show a decrease in the number of 
math and science teachers teaching outside 
of their certification area. 
 … HR will show a decrease in the number of 
teachers still in the process of meeting 
certification requirements. 
 
Major Components in Success: 
 See page ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
II.    Improve Human Capital--
Teacher and Principal 
Quality 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B.   Human Capital Assessment and 
Retention 
Provide every employee ongoing annual 
feedback that creates opportunities for 
recognizing excellence, developing skills and 
leadership and retains high performing staff in 
every job position. 
 
 
Key Metric(s): 
 Percent of probationary teachers who 
 
 
Baseline for 
comments 
only 
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receive a term contract 
 Percent of teachers in the top 10 Percent 
of EVAAS value added data who are 
retained 
 Percent of teachers in the top two 
quartiles of EVAAS value added data 
who are retained 
 Percent of principals in the top 10 
Percent of EVAAS value added data who 
are retained 
 Percent of principals in the top two 
quartiles of EVAAS value added data 
who are retained 
 Percent of teachers in the top 10 Percent 
of EVAAS value added data who are 
terminated or who retire 
 Percent of teachers in the bottom 10 
Percent of EVAAS value added data who 
are terminated or who retire 
 Percent of teachers in the bottom two 
quartiles of EVAAS value added data 
who are terminated or who retire 
 Percent of principals in the top 10 
Percent of EVAAS value added data who 
are terminated or who retire 
 Percent of principals in the bottom 10 
Percent of EVAAS value added data who 
are terminated or who retire 
 Percent of principals in the bottom two 
quartiles of EVAAS value added data 
who are terminated or who retire 
 Percent of employees on a performance 
improvement plan by school or 
department 
 Percent of regressive value added 
performers on performance improvement 
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plan 
 Percent of regressive value added 
performers on improvement plans that 
attain positive value added scores 
following remediation outlined in the plan 
 
Major Components in Success: 
 See page ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
II.   Improve Human Capital--
Teacher and Principal 
Quality 
 
C.   Customer Service 
Provide such quality service and personal 
attention that we meet the needs of our current 
employees, applicants and external customers. 
 
Key Metric(s):  
 Number of HR functional teams scoring in the 
top 2  indicators on the principal survey. 
 
Major Components in Success: 
 See page ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
 
Baseline for 
comments 
only 
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III.   Provide a Safe 
Environment  
 
A.   Provide a Safe Environment  
Increasing emphasis on providing a safe 
environment for all who are at district schools 
and facilities or attending district-related events. 
 
Key Metric(s): (Metrics to show improvement 
from previous year, no specific target set) 
 Total # of unsafe schools incidents 
 # of unsafe schools incidents/100 
students 
 Total # of loss of life incidents 
 Total # of Disciplinary Alternative 
Education Program (DAEP) Referrals 
 # of Alternative Placement Referrals/100 
students 
 Total # of law enforcement reportable 
offenses 
 Law enforcement reportable 
offenses/100 students 
 Recidivism rate (repeat Level 3 
disciplinary offenses) 
 Bus accidents per 100,000 miles 
 Vehicle accidents per 100,000 miles 
 % of bus drivers accident free for current 
year 
 % of vehicle drivers accident free for 
current year 
 Total # fire marshal audit violations/total 
# of inspections 
 Total # of building code violations/total # 
 
 
  3         2        
1 
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of inspections 
 Total # health department violations/total 
# of inspections 
 
Major Components of Success: 
 See pages ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
IV.   Increase Management   
       Effectiveness and 
Efficiency 
 
 
A.  Program and Services Will Be Evaluated 
for Effectiveness 
All major programs and services throughout the 
district will be closely evaluated to determine 
their effectiveness on meeting the district goals 
and objectives. Evaluation results shall be 
utilized to make adjustments and/or to eliminate 
various programs and services. 
 
Key Metric(s): 
 The Administration will report to the 
Board of Trustees the effectiveness of 
specific programs and services.   
 The report will include a framework for 
program and services review or 
evaluation and shall include a cycle of 
programs and services of high impact (> 
$1 M) that will be evaluated.   
 The evaluations shall include a cost 
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benefit analysis of programs and 
services.  
 
Major Components in Success:  
 See pages ______ in Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
IV.   Increase Management   
       Effectiveness and 
Efficiency 
 
 
B.  Long-Range Facilities Planning  
The Administration will develop a long-range 
facilities plan in order to provide safe, clean, 
modern and well-equipped facilities for all 
children. 
 
Report: 
The Administration shall report on development 
of a facilities-to-standards program.  The report 
shall include details regarding new construction, 
renovations, facility maintenance operations, 
furniture, fixture and equipment and associated 
budgets, the number of transportable buildings, 
and the age and condition of facilities.  In 
addition, the report shall include an analysis of 
outstanding and deferred work orders for all 
programs.  District standards for facilities, 
including square footage per student and costs 
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per square foot shall be developed. The 
standards shall specify expectations for facilities 
for central administration, early childhood, 
elementary, middle, and high schools.  The 
report shall include a yearly assessment of 
progress made toward these standards.  The 
report will also include analysis of current 
facilities, maintenance, and operations such as 
numbers of portable buildings, the age of and 
condition of facilities, and outstanding and 
deferred work orders.  
 
 
IV.   Increase Management   
       Effectiveness and 
Efficiency 
 
 
C.  Increase Emphasis on Resources Devoted 
to Instruction 
.. will demonstrate the effective and efficient use 
of taxpayer dollars and increase monies spent on 
the teaching and learning process. 
 
Report: 
The Administration will report to the Board of 
Trustees on management efficiencies that have 
been achieved throughout the organization.  The 
report will also include detailed analysis 
reflecting the percentage of school district 
monies supporting instruction. This analysis 
would be focused on measuring the resources 
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deployed to support the teaching/learning 
process, including monies dedicated to the 
salaries of teachers, counselors, librarians, 
campus administrators, and nurses, as well as 
curriculum work, and professional development 
designed to enhance classroom teaching. The 
report will also include additional resources used 
to create an environment conducive to learning, 
including utilities, transportation, and food 
services.   
 
Major Components in Success: 
 See pages _____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
V.  Improve Public Support 
and 
      Confidence in Schools 
 
A.  Improve Public Support and Confidence in 
Schools 
… will improve the community’s support and 
confidence in the quality of the district and will 
make a district of choice for the public. 
 
Key Metric(s): (Metrics to show improvement 
from previous year, no specific target set) 
 Community/parent/student satisfaction 
survey 
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 Number of volunteers 
 Number of hits to the web site 
 Bond passage rate when applicable 
 Safety satisfaction survey overall rating 
 Security satisfaction survey overall rating 
 …will continue to increase student enrollment 
counts based on fall PEIMS submission 
(membership) by 0.4%. 
 
Major Components in Success: 
 See page ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
VI.  Create a Positive District  
     Culture 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A.  Create and Maintain a Positive District 
Culture 
…will create and maintain a strong, positive 
district culture making … the school district of 
choice for educational professionals throughout 
the nation. 
 
Key Metric(s): 
 Employee satisfaction survey overall rating 
 Employee exit survey overall rating 
 % satisfactory employees retained 
 Professional development attendee 
satisfaction survey overall rating 
 
 
 3        2        1   
   
 
 161 
 
 
 
 
 
 Relevance of professional development 
offered 
 Principal survey—service linked to student 
performance 
 Principal survey—support 
 Principal survey—courtesy 
 Principal survey—quality of knowledge 
 Principal survey—responsiveness 
 
Major Components in Success: 
 See pages ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
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VII. Maintains Effective 
Relationship with the Board 
 
A.  Communications with Board 
Increase governance efficiency by maintaining 
effective lines of communication with board 
members. 
 
Base Indicator(s): 
 The Superintendent ensured that timely 
and accurate information was made 
available to members of the board about 
major events and developments within the 
district. 
 
 The Superintendent ensured that 
information presented to the board was 
both timely and relevant, was well-
organized and succinct, and where 
appropriate included input from the board 
and from the community. 
 
 The Superintendent worked equitably and 
appropriately with individual members of 
the board. 
 
Major Components in Success: 
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 See page ____ of Supporting 
Documentation 
 
 
 
2010-2011  Superintendent’s Performance Appraisal Instrument 
 
Signature:              Signature: 
 
________________________________                                                 ________________________________ 
 Superintendent of Schools             Trustee 
 
 
_______________________________________                                               _______________________________________  
Date                Date 
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Superintendent Evaluation Instrument – 2010-2011 
 
District Objective 1:  Independent School District will demonstrate sustained growth in student achievement. 
District Goal:  Improve, sustain, and support academic student performance at or beyond grade level. 
Performance Expectation 1A:  The superintendent will implement, manage, and evaluate a district-wide and campus based system to 
monitor student academic progress. 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
The Superintendent will monitor all 
district programs to improve student 
performance and close achievement 
gaps. 
 
 
 
 ≥ 90% of students meeting passing 
standards 
 
 ≥ 50% of students scoring commended 
performance district wide in each tested 
subject 
 ≥ 85% of students passing all tests taken 
 ≤ 3% difference between students groups 
 90% of Kindergarten students developed in 
each skill 
 90% of students in 1, 2 Reading on 
Independent Level 
 90% of students reading at grade level 
fluency rate 
 
 100% of schools meeting AYP 
    
Performance Expectation 1A Average:  
 
Performance Expectation 1B:  The superintendent will monitor and evaluate plans designed to improve college readiness. 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
  SAT – average 1200 
 ACT – average 24 
   
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The superintendent monitor activities 
to improve college preparation, and 
college opportunities for all students 
 90% - students graduating on 
Recommended or Distinguished Plan 
 2 National Merit Scholars district wide 
 2 Commended Scholars district wide 
 2 Semi-finalists district wide 
 Increase number of academic/ 
extracurricular scholarships offered 
 Increase number of students scoring 3, 4, 5 
on AP tests 
 Increase number of students earning dual 
credit 
 Increase number of students enrolled in  
college 
   Performance Expectation 1B Average:   
 
District Goal:  Improve, sustain, and support academic student performance at or beyond grade level. 
Performance Expectation 1C:  The superintendent will monitor and improve completion rate. 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
The Superintendent will  monitor 
strategies to improve student 
attendance and completion rates 
 
 
 98% student attendance rate 
 85% completion rate (9-12) 
 
 ≤ 1% Dropout rate (7 – 8) 
 
 75% Graduation rate 
    
 
Performance Expectation 1C Average:  
 
Performance Expectation 1D:  The superintendent will monitor and evaluate services for at-risk students. 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
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The superintendent will develop and 
monitor strategies to ensure success 
for at-risk students. 
 
 
 
 Reduce factors/incidents in state-required 
plans for PBMAS Reports for Title, Special 
Education, and Career and Technical 
Education. 
 1% Reduction in drop-outs 
   
Performance Expectation 1D Average:  
 
 
District Goal:  Develop Leadership Capacity 
Performance Expectation 1E:  The superintendent will monitor and evaluate Human Resources processes to ensure quality staff. 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
The Superintendent will monitor 
plans and activities to recruit, hire, 
train and retain staff. 
 
 
 
 98% Employee attendance 
 
 100% Highly Qualified staff 
 100% of Employees meet professional 
development standards 
 
 ≤ 10 % Turnover Rate 
 90% of schools in compliance with diversity 
plan 
   
Performance Expectation 1E Average:   
 
 
Performance Expectation 1F:  The superintendent will develop and monitor a succession plan for district leaders 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
The superintendent will monitor and 
evaluate activities to identify, train, 
and place qualified applicants for all 
 AP conversations conducted 
 
 # of AP’s placed for Opportunities/Growth 
 # of A+ interns placed in leadership 
    
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leadership positions. 
 
positions 
Performance Expectation 1F Average:   
 
Performance Expectation 1G:  The superintendent will participate in professional development activities to improve job performance 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
The superintendent will 
 Formulate with the Board, an 
annual professional 
development plan to improve 
professional performance 
 Continuously participate in 
professional development 
activities 
 
 Organize work materials and 
personnel to produce maximum 
efficient use 
 Maintain the health and energy 
necessary to meet the 
responsibility of the position 
 Maintain a neat appearance and 
be well groomed 
 Demonstrate behavior that is 
professional, ethical, and 
responsible, and be a role 
model for all district staff 
members 
  
 
 Plan developed and completed 
 
 
 ≥ 40 hours of professional development 
 
 
 
 
 
 Yearly physical 
 
 
    
Performance Expectation 1G Average:   
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 District Objective 2:  Independent School District will implement effective student management strategies to improve student behavior. 
District Goal:  Provide safe and secure environment for students and staff. 
Performance Expectation 2A: The superintendent will monitor the discipline plan for district. 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
The Superintendent will monitor 
district and campus data to evaluate 
and adjust plans to improve student 
behavior and campus safety. 
 
 
 
 0 # of unsafe school incidents 
 5% decrease # of campus incidents 
 
 10% decrease # of removals to 
COMPASS / BRICKS 
 5% decrease in # of students to 
Highpoint 
 
 5% decrease in # of students to JJAEP 
 
 5% Decrease # of students in SAC / 
suspended 
 
 ≤ 5% recidivism rate (COMPASS / 
BRICKS) 
 10% Decrease in bullying  harassment 
incidents 
 10% Decrease in drug-related incidents 
   
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District Objective 3:  Independent School District will improve parent/community relations by creating a welcoming environment in all 
campuses/facilities/departments. 
District Goal:  Ensure that every campus/facility/department is welcoming to all stakeholders. 
Performance Expectation 3A:  The superintendent will maintain a positive and productive working relationship with staff and community. 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
The Superintendent will monitor 
communications and public relations to 
ensure a positive relationship with 
stakeholders 
 95% satisfaction rate – staff 
 95% satisfaction rate – parents 
 95% satisfaction rate – students 
 Decrease # of parent, staff complaints. 
   
Board of Trustees “Patrons Desiring to be 
Heard” Tracking System Developed 
 100% Response Rate of patrons addressing the 
Board 
    
Performance Expectation 3A Average:   
 
District Goal:  Provide structure and support to foster a positive climate for students, teachers, staff, administrators, and parents. 
Performance Expectation 3B:  The superintendent will maintain a positive and productive working relationship with the Board of Trustees 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
The superintendent will  
 Demonstrate a clear understanding of 
the respective roles of the Board of 
Trustees and the Superintendent. 
 
 
 
 
    
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 Serve as the executive officer of the 
Board of Trustees and implement the 
policies of the Board of Trustees. 
 Prepare an agenda for each Board 
Meeting, attend all meetings and 
participate in all deliberations of the 
Board of Trustees when such 
deliberations do not involve his/her 
employment or salary. 
 Constantly articulates to the Board of 
Trustees the relationship between the 
district’s mission and programs, 
budgets, personnel decision, and other 
district operations. 
 Keep the Board of Trustees 
continuously informed on issues, 
needs, and operations of the district. 
 Inform the Board of Trustees on 
policies and items requiring Board 
action, with recommendations based 
on thorough study and analysis. 
 Be responsive to the Board of 
Trustee’s directives and requests. 
 Interact with Board of Trustee 
members in an ethical, sensitive, and 
professional manner. 
 Demonstrate trust and respect for 
Board members and encourage the 
same collegiality among them. 
 Develop jointly with the Board of 
Trustees a systematic evaluation 
process for the Superintendent. 
 Provide, with the staff, a continuous 
 Implements all board policies 
 
 
 Board agendas prepared 
 
 
 
 
 
 Makes connection between administrative decisions 
and vision , mission, and goals 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 171 
 
 
 
appraisal of all policies originating 
with the Board of Trustees. 
 Evaluation system implemented from  new form 
 
 
 Continue appraisal of all policies originating with 
the Board of Trustees 
Performance Expectation 3B Average:   
 
Comments: 
 
Objective 3 Score:   
District Objective 4:   Independent School District will maintain fiscal solvency and align priorities to support critical educational programs, by applying sound 
financial principles and practices. 
District Goal:   Implement sound financial practices and balanced budgeting. 
Performance Expectation 4A: The superintendent will monitor and evaluate all finance processes. 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
The Superintendent will develop a plan to 
reduce budget expenditures and reduce 
budget deficit  
 $5m Reduction of budget – 09-10 (Sept.) 
 ≥  $20  million dollar reduction of 10-11 budget 
 $70  million  fund balance 09-10 (1.75) 
    
 
 
District Objective 5:   Independent School District will manage district operations and assets in an efficient manner. 
District Goal:  Improve process alignment for managing district assets. 
Performance Expectation 5A:  The superintendent will monitor and evaluate processes and services for all district departments. 
Measure of Success Targets Results Score 
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The Superintendent will develop a plan to 
monitor and evaluate operations departments. 
 
 
 100% at > 99% - Improve response/delivery time 
 100% at or below 90% of projected cost - Reduce 
project costs 
 100% at < 3% than prev. yr. - Reduce accident 
rate 
 100% at < 1% damage rate - Reduce damage 
rates 
    
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